Friend and Spouse: Does the Level of a Close-knit, Same Sex Friend Affect Marital Intimacy? by Royal, Caitlyn
 
 
 
FRIEND AND SPOUSE: DOES THE LEVEL OF A CLOSE-KNIT, SAME SEX FRIEND 
AFFECT MARITAL INTIMACY? 
by 
Caitlyn Royal 
Liberty University 
 
 
 
 
A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment 
Of the Requirements for the Degree 
Doctor of Education 
School of Behavioral Sciences 
Liberty University 
2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
FRIEND AND SPOUSE: DOES THE LEVEL OF A CLOSE-KNIT, SAME SEX FRIEND 
AFFECT MARITAL INTIMACY? 
by Caitlyn Royal 
Liberty University 
 
A Dissertation Presented in Partial Fulfillment 
Of the Requirements for the Degree 
Doctor of Education 
School of Behavioral Sciences 
 
Liberty University, Lynchburg, VA 
2020 
 
APPROVED BY: 
Cynthia Doney Ph.D, Committee Chair 
Krista Kirk Ph.D, Committee Member 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 
ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study is to contribute to the existing literature in the fields of Marital 
Intimacy and Healthy Friendships and adding empirical research about how the two constructs 
correlate. Currently, there is a gap in the literature regarding the effects of adult friendships on 
marital intimacy. Participants had to be in an ongoing heterosexual marriage for at least three 
years, be at least 18 years old and live within the United States in order to take an online survey 
that evaluated friendship levels and marital intimacy dynamics. Data was collected via the 
following instruments: Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships (PAIR), Couple 
Satisfaction Index (CSI), Friendship Quality Scale (FQUA) and Intimate Friendship Scale 
(IFS). The first 200 respondents who complete the survey will have their responses analyzed. 
The analysis will include the participants’ intimacy level with their partner and level of 
friendship with individuals outside the marriage. The results of this analysis will be reported in 
this manuscript. A non-probability sampling method will be employed. An independent 
samples t-test and a moderated multiple regression analysis will be used to evaluate the non-
probability sample, and the results will include the analysis of the reported scores from the 
above instruments.    
 
Keywords: intimacy, friendship, depth, close-knit, adult 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
Table of Contents 
ABSTRACT……………………………………………………………………………………. 3 
List of Tables…………………………………………………………………………………….6 
List of Figures……………………………………………………………………………..…….7 
List of Abbreviations……………………………………………………………………………8 
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION…………………………………………………………..9 
 Overview……………………………………………………………………….……….9 
 Background…………………………………………………………………….……….9 
 Problem Statement…………………………………………………………….………10 
 Purpose Statement……………………………………………………………..………11 
 Significance of the Study………………………………………………………...……11 
 Research Questions………………………………………………………………...… 13 
 Definitions…………………………………………………………………………..…13 
CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW…………………………………………………15 
 Overview………………………………………………………………………………15 
 Theoretical Framework………………………………………………………………..15 
 Related Literature…………………………………………………………………...…17 
 Summary………………………………………………………………………………48 
CHAPTER THREE: METHODS………………………………………………………..……51 
 Overview……………………………………………………………………….…...…51 
 Design…………………………………………………………………..…………..…51 
 Research Questions……………………………………………………………………51 
 
 
5 
 Hypotheses……………………………………………………………………….…52 
 Participants and Setting…………………………………………………………..…52 
 Instrumentation……………………………………………………………………...53 
 Procedures……………………………………………………………………….….56 
 Data Analysis……………………………………………………………………….57 
CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS…………………………………………………...………..62 
 Overview………………………………………………………………..…………..62 
 Descriptive Statistics………………………………………………….…………… 62 
Research Questions…………………………………………………………………71 
 Hypotheses………………………………………………………….………………71 
 Results…………………………………………………………...………………….71 
CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS…………………………………..……………………75 
 Overview…………………………………………………………………………….75 
 Discussion……………………………………………………...……………………75 
 Implications…………………………………………………….……………………80 
 Limitations……………………………………………………...……………………82 
 Recommendations for Future Research………………………….…………………..83 
REFERENCES………………………………………………………………………………88 
APPENDICES………………………………………………………………………………103 
 
 
 
 
 
6 
List of Tables 
1. Frequencies for Study Variables……………………………………..…………62 
2. Descriptives for Study Variables……………………………………….………63 
3. Correlation Analysis Results………………………………………...…………64 
4. Parameter Estimates from Linear Regression Predicting CSI from Friendship Status and 
FQUA ………………………………………………………………...………..64 
5. Parameter Estimates from Linear Regression Predicting CSI from Friendship Status and 
IFS………………………………………………………………..……..……..65 
6. Parameter Estimates from Linear Regression Predicting PAIR from Friendship Status 
and FQUA ………………………………………………….………..………..65 
7. Parameter Estimates from Linear Regression Predicting PAIR from Friendship Status 
and IFS …………………………………………………….………..….……..66 
8. Gender Differences Across all Variables………………………....…….……..66 
9. Age Differences …………………………………………………..…….….....68 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 
List of Figures 
1. Predicted CSI Values from IFS Score by Friendship Status ……………………….73 
2. Linear Relationship between the variables with scatterplots ………………………103 
3. Tested using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and histograms ………………………105 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8 
List of Abbreviations  
Couple Satisfaction Index (CSI) 
Friendship Quality Scale (FQUA) 
Intimate Friendship Scale (IFS) 
Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships (PAIR) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9 
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Overview 
 Research has proven that it is essential for one’s well-being to have and maintain 
healthy friendships (Grayling, 2013). There are multiple studies that confirm these findings, but 
there is limited research demonstrating the effects of friendships on a couple’s intimacy. This 
study will assess how adult same-sex, intimate friendships affect intimacy in heterosexual 
marriages. 
Background 
 Some studies define marriage as a simple union of two individuals who agree to share 
in a personal relationship, while others define marriage as a more intimate bond, emotionally, 
physically and spiritually, between two individuals for the remainder of their life (Goldstein, 
2011; Mochizuki, 2003). One specific researcher defines marriage in the context of friendship 
as being unable to separate the two constructs of spouse and friendship and defines them as 
inseparable (Goldstein, 2011). In contrast, friendships between individuals outside of the 
marriage are separated and can be considered their own entity, apart from the married couple 
(Goldstein, 2011). Despite these differences, researchers deem friendship outside of marriage 
to be as important as friendship within the marriage (Goldstein, 2011). 
A recent study has continually noted the importance of friendship within the marriage 
and outside marriage (Grayling, 2013). When it comes to spouses in a heterosexual marriage, 
one study determined that when one identifies their spouse as their friend, or best friend, their 
overall life satisfaction increases, along with their satisfaction in their marriage and its 
dynamics (Grover & Helliwell, 2019). Furthermore, studies have shown that when the spouse 
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is considered their best friend, their well-being scores are higher than those who claimed their 
best friend was outside of the marriage (Grover & Helliwell, 2019). Additionally, couples 
scored higher on their overall life satisfaction when noted that they had meaningful friendships 
outside of their marriage (Grover & Helliwell, 2019). 
There are numerous components of marriage, both positive and negative, but one 
researcher found that one’s friendship with their spouse is the most important aspect of a 
healthy and thriving marriage (Thacker, 2016). Friendship has also shown to be important 
outside of marital relationships. Researchers have found that having a close friend is beneficial 
to one’s health, overall well-being and can increase one’s life satisfaction (Thacker, 2016). 
Thacker reasons that one should be sharing personal details of their life with both their spouse 
and outside friendships, if applicable, in order to increase their overall happiness. 
Some researchers have determined that marital happiness is comprised of two 
individuals, and their friendship and trust with one another (Harris, Bedard, Moen & Álvarez-
Pérez, 2016). They discuss the importance of being friends with one’s spouse while working 
together to continually build trust and intimacy, especially during hardships (Harris et al., 
2016). Additionally, Harris et al. deem trust and friendship with other individuals to be as 
important as friendship within the marriage. They state that love, trust and friendship play a 
significant role in happy marriages. 
Problem Statement 
 Relative literature discusses the importance of having friendship within and outside of 
marital relationships; however, there is limited research addressing how friendship outside of 
the marriage will impact a couple’s intimacy within their marriage. Some researchers have 
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found that friendship with other individuals, besides one’s spouse, to be beneficial, healthy and 
important for a robust and thriving marriage (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Additionally, those 
researchers discuss that individuals desire healthy and appropriate interactions with their peers 
and their spouse in order to emotionally and physically bond with another person, but there is 
not enough research to correlate how one’s friendship with their peer can affect their 
relationship with their spouse (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). 
 Another issue with the current research is that researchers attempt to label the 
connection of friendship that individuals have with one another without factoring the emotional 
or intimate bond that may be connected to the specific friendship (Adams & Blieszner, 1994). 
Furthermore, researchers do not deny the fact that adult friendships are affected by numerous 
factors, especially age and marital status. There is limited data, however, to evaluate friendship 
level between their peers and their intimacy within their marriage (Gillespie, Lever, Frederick 
& Royce, 2015). The gap in literature is in relation to same-sex, close-knit friendships and their 
effect on a couple’s intimacy. 
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this study is to propose specific research in the field of adult friendships 
and their effect on heterosexual couple’s intimacy in the United States. A survey was published 
on social media and people participated by taking the survey. The surveys were analyzed and 
implicate how one’s close-knit friendships affect one’s marital intimacy. 
Significance of the Study 
 The significance of this study is to add to the existing literature in both the fields of 
couple intimacy and healthy adult friendships, while extending more research about how the 
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two constructs relate. This study will further support healthy adult friendships outside of one’s 
marriage, while continually maintaining a healthy and strong marriage as well (Blatterer, 
2016). Research is conclusive that attached and healthy friendships are beneficial for any 
individual in any stage of life (Blatterer, 2016).  This study attempts to demonstrate the 
significance of friendships outside of one’s marriage in effectively enhancing life and marital 
satisfaction (Blatterer, 2016). Researchers continually express the importance of trust within 
marriage, but also between friendships (Blatterer, 2016). This data analysis will verify that one 
needs to build trust with their spouse, while maintaining trust with close-knit friendships 
(Blatterer, 2016).  
Furthermore, the study will support that couple intimacy is important and essential for a 
healthy marriage but expounds upon the effects of friendships on a couples’ level of intimacy. 
When it comes to marital intimacy, there are three common factors that individuals find 
important in their marriage: self-disclosure, closeness, and expression of affection (Ferreira, 
Narciso & Novo, 2012). Couple intimacy can easily be mistaken for sexual desire or arousal 
(Ferreria et al., 2012). This discussion will differentiate between the two constructs, while 
supporting the positive value that couple intimacy has on one’s psychological well-being 
(Ferreria et al., 2012). 
Every friendship and marriage is unique and specialized to the individuals in the 
relationship (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). According to Hojjat and Moyer, quality friendships are 
effective in improving growth and life satisfaction, regardless of the way in which the 
friendship began. They also state that adult friendships are essential to one’s lasting health, 
while, one’s marriage should reflect healthy, appropriate dynamics, and relationships (Hojjat & 
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Moyer, 2016). This study will add to existing literature that supports healthy and effective 
friendships, while continuing to build and foster a healthy marriage, regardless of one’s age, 
ethnicity or race (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). 
 The results of this study are generalizable to the United States, for any race, ethnicity 
or age due to the randomized sampling of individuals (Warner, 2012). This study could benefit 
married couples by providing them with evidence that supports healthy friendships outside of 
one’s marriage (Warner, 2012). 
Research Question 
Given this research, the literature will be expanded and provide with specificity on how 
adult intimate friendships affect heterosexual marital intimacy. The research questions to 
delineate the study are as follows: 
RQ1: Is there a difference in intimacy with one’s marital partner for adults with a same-
sex friend compared to adults without a same-sex friend? 
RQ2: Does degree of intimacy in same-sex friendship moderate the relationship 
between friendship status and intimacy level in one’s marital relationship? 
Definitions 
1. Intimacy - Self-disclosure, closeness and expression of affection between two partners 
(Ferreira et al., 2012). 
2. Intimate friendship - A friend in which you can openly and honestly share about 
personal details, and there is mutual trust, love and support (Grayling, 2013; Gillespie, 
Lever, Frederick & Royce, 2015; Stevens & Van Tilburg, 2011). 
 
 
14 
3. Depth in friendship – More to a friendship than just appearance or surface level 
qualities; friendships who share a range of feelings and/or significant thoughts 
4. Close-knit – Unified together by a strong connection or relationship 
5. Adult – Any individual over 18 
Summary 
Currently there is a lack of research in the field of adult friendships and their effects on 
a couple’s intimacy. This study will test the effects of the two constructs, couple intimacy and 
intimate friendships, and evaluate their relationship. Adult friendships are essential to one’s 
overall well-being and life satisfaction, and this research will promote this concept while 
testing its effects on active heterosexual marriages (Allan, 2010; Blatterer, 2016; Grayling, 
2013). Couple intimacy is also important in one’s marriage and this study will evaluate how 
depth in friendship could affect the level of marital intimacy.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Overview 
 The literature for the fields of adult friendships and couple intimacy is extensive. This 
manuscript will delineate several facets of these fields. In relation to friendship, there are 
several subcategories, including: constructs of adult friendships, male and female friendships, 
qualities of friendship, and similarities and dissimilarities between male and female 
friendships. In relation to couple intimacy, male and female perspectives of intimacy, and the 
relationship between couple intimacy and marriage satisfaction, will be reviewed. 
Theoretical Framework of Friendships and Marital Relationships 
 Aristotle’s theory of the good life, specifically his method on the vital impact that 
friendship plays in achieving personal growth, is one of the most prominent and long-lasting 
theories about human connection. This theory is especially relevant within in the context of 
friendships (Kaliarnta, 2016). In this theory, Aristotle stated that philia, translated to 
friendships, were a necessary component of one’s life. He defined friends as people who “must 
be mutually recognized as bearing goodwill and wishing well to each other” (NE VIII.2: 1156a, 
4–5). He also stated that there are three different kinds of friendships: utilitarian friendships, 
friendships of pleasure and virtue friendships (Kaliarnta, 2016). Friendships of utility are 
friendships based on specific advantages or gains that can be obtained from a specific friend. 
Friendships of pleasure are those that are motivated by the enjoyment derived from being 
within their company (Kaliarnta, 2016). Kaliarnta states that Aristotle denoted virtue 
friendships to be the highest form of friendship. This is because these friendships are derived 
from mutual admiration for the other’s character and holding mutual moral values. Virtue 
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friendships are considered to be the most durable kind of friendships, because they are not 
affected by external factors (Kaliarnta, 2016). 
 When it comes to theories on marriage, there are significant contributing factors that 
affect beliefs and philosophies in understanding marriage. Some philosophers simply believe 
that marriage is a sacred union between two individuals and there is no stated exploration on 
how one’s emotions or feelings can contribute to the idea of marriage (Grossbard, 2015). In 
contrast, one philosopher states that marriage is the emotions, passion, and zealous feelings that 
are felt for the partner (Grossbard, 2015). These feelings serve as the foundations of the 
marriage and marital values (Grossbard, 2015).  
 For the empirical study for this manuscript, Gottman’s theory of marriage, proposed by 
Gottman and Gottman (2017), will be used to define the relational constructs of marriage.  
Gottman’s work purposes the idea that some relationships will fail, while noting that this 
failure is not what couples would have hoped for or desired at their wedding or commitment 
ceremonies (Gottman & Gottman, 2017). Specifically, when a relationship fails, it can be a 
great cost to everyone involved. Gottman and Gottman also state that acceptance is key when a 
marriage ends in divorce, whether welcomed or not, and does not have to be a lifelong tragedy. 
Their theory proposes that marital success is a combination of mutual love, respect, 
understanding, forgiveness and healthy communication (Gottman & Gottman, 2017). In 
previous studies by Gottman (1994), his research showed that couples who are gentler with one 
another, especially during an argument, are the couples who overcome hardships and obstacles 
together. These couples tend to remain faithful to their partner and their marriage (Gottman, 
1994). 
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 This study proposed in this manuscript will evaluate the relationship between 
friendships and marital intimacy. By focusing on Aristotle’s virtue friendships, this will 
continue to confirm that friendship is a healthy and necessary component of personal growth 
and one’s well-being (Kaliarnta, 2016). This empirical research will be founded on Gottman’s 
(2017) theory of marriage: Mutual love, respect, understanding, forgiveness and healthy 
communication are crucial to marriage. It will further explore any relationship between 
friendships outside of marriage and the level of marital intimacy in a heterosexual marriage.  
Related Literature 
Adult Friendships 
The term friendship has multiple and varying definitions, but according to Grayling 
(2013) it can be defined as a relationship of sharing emotions, trust, and support between one or 
multiple friends. Additionally, friendship can include mutual feelings of respect, love and 
appreciation between two or more individuals (Gillespie, Lever, Frederick & Royce, 2015). 
Healthy friendships can be defined as those that meet the basic psychological needs and do not 
produce toxic emotions or feelings towards one another (Demir & Ingrid, 2012). It is important 
to note that friendship is a relationship, an interaction between two individuals (Berscheid & 
Regan, 2005). Friendships are willingly chosen by at least two individuals. When one decides 
to enter into a friendship with another individual, this establishment acts as a support system, 
companionship, and affirms an individual’s identity (Stevens & Van Tilburg, 2011). There is 
no guarantee that a friendship will form between two individuals and are contextual in nature, 
differing in structure and culture (Reis & Sprecher, 2009, Bell & Coleman, 1999).  
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A typical friendship involves two individuals that enter into a platonic friendship 
without a hierarchy, marked by equality (Allan, 2010).  Friendship can form between two 
similar or diverse individuals and is not dependent on race, ethnicity, age, location, interests, 
values or beliefs; however, research has shown that individuals are more likely to befriend to 
people who hold similar interests and beliefs (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). According to Hojjat and 
Moyer, there is no specific criteria that one must possess in order to establish friendship with a 
stranger, but it is implied that there is reciprocity of time and emotions. Culturally, friendships 
can differ, but in Western cultures, most individuals perceive friendship to be “free-floating”. 
This means that there is no contract or obligation to enter into a friendship, and companionship 
is normally formed with the idea of personal solidarity within the relationship (Allan, 2010). 
Not one relationship is identical to another because every person is unique and distinct, 
however, most friendships are an interaction between two people where each person can be 
influenced by their friend (Berscheid & Regan, 2005). 
Adult friendships are important for the overall well-being of an adult. Healthy and 
effective friendships satisfy a variety of critical functions that encourage positive 
socioemotional adjustment between two individuals (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). Being 
emotionally close, in a healthy manner, with another human is a basic need (Andersen & Chen, 
2002), so when thinking about adult friendships, quality friendships are more important and 
most often sought, than the quantity of adult friendships (Gillespie et al., 2015). When 
individuals enter adulthood, they are more focused on establishing friendships with those who 
share similar values, beliefs and morals, while possessing common interest (Gillespie et al., 
2015). This is especially pertinent when it comes to marriages. It is vital for each spouse to 
 
 
19 
have separate friendships outside of the immediate marriage to enhance the overall 
relationship. Having friendships, apart from one’s spouse, can increase overall happiness and 
satisfaction for individuals, while establishing healthy and appropriate interactions with other 
individuals (Grayling, 2013). 
Every individual goes through phases of friendship when they first meet someone 
(Blieszner & Adams, 1992). According to Blieszner and Adams, the friendship phases include 
building, sustaining, and declining. This pace and process will differ depending on both 
individuals and their respective friendship. They note that when first meeting someone, people 
tend to go through the dyadic phase, from being complete strangers, to acquaintances or 
associates, to friends. During this building stage, one identifies themselves and initial meetings 
are set up that could lead into the maintenance phase of friendship. The sustaining, or 
maintenance, phase of one’s friendship is the most variable and rare due to the degree in which 
both individuals feel connected or interested in continuing to grow deeper with someone. This 
particular phase can last for a substantial period of time and can look vastly different when 
compared to other individuals. After this phase, some friendships can fall into the declining or 
dissolution phase for diverse reasons. This specific phase can also happen very abruptly, or be 
a slow decline, and can be voluntary or involuntary. Some friendships will never enter this 
phase and it can be assumed that their friendship will exist indefinitely. Blieszner and Adams 
state that this process can differ greatly in various factors, but individuals must go through the 
beginning phases to properly enter into a mutual friendship. 
Based on multiple interviews with individuals ranging in age from 30 to 65 years old, 
Rawlins (1994) classified sustained, adult friendship into three categories: active, dormant, and 
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commemorative. The active friendships are the ones that typically reflect mutual negotiated 
habits of availability and emotional commitment, while they have “stood the test of time”. 
Dormant friendships can share a valued history, or significant sustained contact and time. 
These bonds allow this friendship to be easily rekindled to the previous state of friendship. 
Lastly, commemorative friendships share the least amount of time with one another. They may 
share significant symbols, places or moments in one’s life. This largely acts a memory 
reflecting on earlier times when the two individuals were more involved in each other’s lives. 
A study was conducted by LaBelle and Myers (2016) and concluded that individuals who have 
active friendships use a higher level of understanding, self-disclosure, assurances and tasks 
relational maintenance. Ultimately, these friendships produce higher levels of patience, 
forgiveness, expressions of commitment and sharing of joint activities and tasks, rather than 
individuals who have commemorative friendships (LaBelle & Myers, 2016). 
 Friendships, as a whole, can vary widely, such as in the number of friends, the quality 
of those friendships, and the identity of those friends. The number of friends an individual has 
is not as impactful the quality of those friendships (Hartup, 1996). According to Hartup, when 
an individual feels known on a deeper level by another individual who is not their spouse, this 
friendship can increase overall life satisfaction and promote mental health because the 
individual feels a sense of worthiness. Research has shown that quality of friendship is the most 
important factor in deciding to establish a friendship with another individual as one gets older 
(Stevens & Van Tilburg, 2011). In addition to seeking out quality over quantity, one’s 
commitment level to the friendship is also an important factor when deciding to establish 
friendship, especially in the older cohort of individuals who fall between the ages of 65 and 74 
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years old (Stevens & Van Tilburg, 2011). As people get older, the number of friends one has 
can diminish greatly. Once individuals reach the age of 64, individuals are less likely to seek 
out new friendships. Instead, they are maintaining and sustaining the current friendships that 
already exist in their lives (Stevens & Van Tilburg, 2011). 
Another critical influencer in deciding to befriend someone is how they identify 
themselves and others in their unique friendship dynamics (Hartup, 1996). According to 
Hartup, when one feels accepted, loved, and genuinely cared for by another individual, one can 
experience greater levels of relationship depth. They can share emotions and thoughts with 
these specific friends that can increase one’s ability to feel accepted and create a sense of 
belonging. Psychologically, as humans, one is created with the need to be accepted. This is 
especially true for individuals who are emotionally and physically close., When that acceptance 
and belonging is established and healthy, this critical need is being met. This enhances one’s 
happiness, satisfaction and their perception of feeling safe with another human (Berscheid, 
Gangestad & Kulakowski, 1984; Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). When a friend does not doubt the 
friendship, this can correlate to higher levels of exchanging of emotions and thoughts, while 
creating stronger connections between the individuals (Hartup, 1996). 
Research is proficient in stating that healthy and effective friendships are crucial for 
well-being, especially during one’s adolescent years and when one enters adulthood (Hojjat & 
Moyer, 2016). Additionally, research has continually proven that when one establishes 
friendships, and both individuals value and enjoy the relationship, they live longer and 
healthier lives than those without. Furthermore, friendship has proven to be most effective and 
healthy when interdependence in the relationship is valued, and the interdependence is not out 
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of obligatory. When this happens, the friends can enjoy each other’s company, if there is a 
healthy amount of appropriate disclosure, and the friendship has a mutual sense of aid and 
loyalty (Reis & Sprecher, 2009).  
When it comes to same-sex friendships, one study evaluated which factors hold a 
friendship together and makes it strong. The study was conducted by Fehr and Harasymchuk 
(2017) and concluded that the closer the actual friendship is to sharing intimacy patterns, self-
disclosure, honesty, trustworthiness and love, the greater the satisfaction is with that particular 
friendship. Additionally, some studies have shown that the concept of playfulness is also 
correlated to a strong and healthy same-sex friendship (Demir, 2019). When same-sex 
friendships can demonstrate high levels of security while being voluntary (Huiznga, 1955; 
Berscheid, 2002), fun (Holmes, 1999), spontaneous (Betcher, 1981) and intrinsically motivated 
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975), these friendships scored higher levels happiness than those 
friendships who do not demonstrate these qualities (Demir, 2019). 
Sharing intimacy in a friendship can also increase the level of closeness, which can 
allow one to identify a deeper level of friendship (Fehr & Harasymchuk, 2017). When 
closeness increases in a relationship, usually positive and pleasurable experiences increase as 
well; however, this greater level of friendship can also increase the potential of negative 
interactions too (Averill, 1983; Brendgen, Markiewicz, Doyle, & Bukowski, 2001; Fehr & 
Baldwin, 1996; Russell & Fehr, 1994). Similar to a marriage, when an individual continues to 
emotionally grow close to another individual, they start to see the positive and negative 
features of oneself (Markiewicz, Doyle, & Bukowski, 2001). Negative emotions, such as anger 
and jealousy may increase simply due to the nature of the friendship (Averill, 1983; Brendgen, 
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Markiewicz, Doyle, & Bukowski, 2001; Fehr & Baldwin, 1996; Russell & Fehr, 1994). As 
intimacy increases, good friendships can surpass the negative aspects and choose to extend 
grace, mercy and love. Ultimately those negative facets will not destroy the relationship 
(Kostenberger, 2010). 
Male Friendships 
 There is also gender-specific differences between males and females. Male friendships 
differ greatly than non-friendships (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). Research has shown that genuine 
male friendships are very different than acquaintanceships between two male individuals 
(Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). Males tend to be more authentic and do not attempt to fake friendship, 
unlike women who are more likely to have a façade (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). Friendships 
between males tend to be seemingly straightforward with easier communication with one 
another compared to female friendships (Messent, 2009). According to Messent, males have a 
tendency to communicate with their peers in direct and clear thought patterns that increase the 
likelihood of light-hearted and easy conversation. Additionally, males do not show as much 
physical affection nor require as much verbal communication as women (Greif, 2010). Some 
describe men’s friendships as being less intimate and supportive than female friendships. Thus, 
male friendships tend to be more competitive (Bank & Hansford, 2000), emotionally restrained 
(Bank & Hansford, 2000; Reis, 1998), masculine (Hall, 2011; Oswald, Clark, & Kelly, 2004) 
and homophobic (Monroe, Baker, & Roll, 1997). Men are less likely to self-disclose to other 
men, due to their tendencies to appear masculine. This means males have less emotional and 
vulnerable same-sex friendships (Fehr, 2004; Jones, 1991; Stokes, Fuehrer, & Childs, 1980; 
Wright, 2006). Hundreds of years ago, males used to share friendship based off of similarities 
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in money, race, class, politics, religion, and interests. Today, males appear to base friendships 
on similar personalities (Messent, 2009). Males now relate more with other men on common 
interests and life-stages. Typically, males share fewer personal emotions than females, but tend 
to be more honest and direct within a male-to-male friendship than females (Hojjat & Moyer, 
2016).  
Men also function with a side-to-side mentality, or a shoulder-to-shoulder friendship 
(Greif, 2010; Ryle, 2011). This means that, men tend to physically operate facing forward with 
another male on their side while talking and discussing details and information about life, 
sports, upcoming events, and family (Ryle, 2011). Ryle notes that, while women would prefer 
to look eye-to-eye and communicate facing forwards, men tend to communicate while 
physically being on the side of their male friend. This is not considered to be a sign of 
disrespect, but rather a sign of respect and understanding for the individual while accepting 
them simultaneously. Furthermore, research has demonstrated that males feel a sense of 
discomfort or uneasiness when within a situation that may require a significant amount of eye 
contact with another male (Greif, 2010). 
Men have a tendency to claim that they have many male friendships, despite willingly 
admitting they know little about the individual nor would they spend time with them, outside of 
seeing them at an event or work (Greif, 2010).  Research by Greif has shown that most males 
do not examine or think about their male friendships at depth, nor do they understand the 
dynamics of their male-to-male friendships. Men are often taught not to ask for help and 
problem-solve by themselves. According to Greif, if male friendships form on the basis of 
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giving and receiving mutual help, it can help increase communication.  This can enhance the 
quality of their friendships and their life (Greif, 2010). 
Male-to-male friendships differ greatly than female-to-female friendships and will 
never be identical (Demir, 2015) Greif (2010) states that males miss a great opportunity to be 
closer to other males, citing fear as the main factor that holds them back. According to Greif, 
males are concerned with their appearance if they want to express their love physically or share 
a difficult situation they are experiencing. Grief continues, stating that male friendships thrive 
when they can be genuine around another male, without fear of being judged or mocked. When 
this occurs, the friendship is more meaningful and healthier. Men who associate being gentle, 
supportive, nurturing and friendly as feminine qualities, typically shy away self-disclosure, for 
fear of being perceived as a homosexual (Morman, Schrodt & Tornes, 2013). 
A negative aspect of close-knit, male-to-male friendship is competition (Singleton & Vacca, 
2007). Competition can be tied to gender-role expectations; although, men are more likely to 
participate in games or activities that involve direct competition with their male friends 
(Caldwell & Peplau, 1982). When competition presents itself, male-to male relationships can 
potentially suffer due to an individual’s desire to win, hindering relationship dynamics 
(Singleton & Vacca, 2007). A close-knit, male-to-male friendship can experience adversity 
caused by competition. This competition could lead to greater pain between both individuals, 
compared to pain between simply acquaintances (Singleton & Vacca, 2007). Overall, 
competitive friendships between males are less likely to persist, compared to non-competitive 
relationships (Singleton & Vacca, 2007).  
Female Friendships 
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 Female friendships exchange emotions and feelings more than those of males (Hojjat & 
Moyer, 2016). The female brain evolved to better handle larger amounts of emotions and 
memory, which can account for their natural tendency to openly share their emotions with their 
female peers (Greif, 2010). Women, in general, would prefer to talk about how they are doing 
and feeling than have a more factual conversation. Female friendships can also emphasize the 
status of your friends than that of males (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). In addition to women being 
drawn to the status of friendships, some women can view friendships as a social achievement, 
increasing their status when befriending the right people. When a female becomes friends with 
a popular individual, she can feel as though she has reached an achievement or accomplished a 
goal. This is regardless of the nature and depth of that friendship, nor if the friendship is 
actually a healthy one (Daniell, 2003). 
 In regard to healthy relationships, women commune more frequently and healthily than 
males. Women in friendships tend to assert connections with one another, through similar 
stories, experiences, likes, and dislikes. This makes their relationships and friendships stronger, 
more active, and more engaging than that of males. Women relate more by sharing emotions 
and similar experiences, which can cause women to feel closer and more connected with their 
peers and friends (Daniell, 2003). Women commune and create shared connections with one 
another through vulnerability in their dialogue (Morman et al., 2013). Despite having less 
volume on average, though, women’s brains tend to handle and deal with memory and emotion 
significantly better than male’s brains. This allows women to share their emotions and feelings 
significantly better than males, even though their overall communication, such as clarity and 
precision, is not as effective as males’ (Greif, 2010). 
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Females relate more with other females by feeling known and accepted by the other 
individual more than common and personal interests. That being said, being at the same stage 
of life as another female can create similar connections and friendships. This phenomenon also 
occurs in male friendships (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). Female friendships also have a higher rate 
of expressing physical affection, along with sharing compliments and encouragements to their 
female friends (Greif, 2010). Research has also found that women engage in normative forms 
of “marriage work” by interacting and communicating with their female friends to rectify 
marital problemsThis outside communication can greatly benefit women and can help solidify 
and reinforce their personal commitment to their marriage (Cronin, 2015). 
As opposite to males, females behave with a face-to-face perspective. Face-to-face 
perspectives means that women would prefer to sit across from another woman, while having 
extended eye contact with their friend. This eye contact is important for women to feel heard 
and understood by their female peers but may not be as important for men (Ryle, 2011). 
Research has shown that face-to-face interaction between women increases one’s ability to feel 
accepted and appreciated by their peers. This is due to the mutual understanding of sharing and 
exchanging emotions without feeling a sense of judgment or embarrassment. Women prefer 
eye contact with other individuals because it allows them to feel like they are being heard and 
what they have to share is important and valuable. This extended eye contact, and thorough 
discussions about emotional topics and feelings, can produce a higher level of intimacy 
between two female individuals (Greif, 2010). 
Research into the female stress response has demonstrated that when one goes through 
a difficult time or hardship, such as a difficult break up, women depend on their female 
 
 
28 
friendships to act as a support system. Additionally, when a hardship was experienced, women 
stated that they re-evaluate their female friendships. They mentally decide which friendships 
are meaningful and important, and which friendships should be relinquished, because of their 
lack of support and encouragement. For females, experiencing love and comfort during 
adversity is highly significant and essential to one’s overall friendship and relationship (Cronin, 
2015). 
Qualities of Friendship 
 Despite the uniqueness of individuals, people tend to want the same qualities in their 
close friendships. People, typically, want their friends to show high levels of commitment. This 
means they value authentic interest in the themselves and the friendship. It’s also important for 
friends to a willingly extend time and resources to meet personal needs, share similar interests, 
stimulate conversations, be encouraging, and create an atmosphere of safety and 
trustworthiness (King & Terrance, 2008). Additionally, research supports that qualities such as 
trust, intimacy, loyalty and affection/support are essential to one’s conception of friendship 
(Ghosh, Ray & Das, 2015). Trust, honesty and respect are considered to be the three most 
important friendship values, regardless of race or age (Galupo, Galupo, Gonzalez & Gonzalez, 
2013). Although this seems like a plethora of qualities for one friend to exemplify, research has 
demonstrated that the strongest and deepest friendships embody all of those qualities (King & 
Terrance, 2008).  
There are decades of empirical research that support social skills as significant 
mediators in psychosocial well-being (Segrin, 2000). If one lacks a great deal of social 
awareness and social normative behavior, these individuals identified that they have fewer 
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friendships and less positive interactions with their peers. Unfortunately, the research is 
substantive, that individuals with mental disorders have fewer friends due to assumptions that 
they have a lack of mental or social skills. This concept impacts the perceived quality of 
friendship offered by these individuals. Individuals do not tend to admit that good social skills 
are required to be a good friend; however, friends who are more likely to notice others and read 
one’s emotions and feelings, can provide better support and encouragement during hardships 
(Demir, Jaafar, Bilyk & Ariff, 2012). 
 Due to differences in personalities, not all people agree on the same qualities, such as 
commitment, emotional availability, and loyalty, at the same degree but if asked, one would 
state that those qualities are important and crucial in a friendship. In addition, just because 
these qualities are important does not mean that one exemplifies these qualities all the time 
(King & Terrance, 2008). Healthy friendships exemplify these qualities, but necessary that men 
and women do not hold these qualities or expectations over an individual (Cronin, 2015). 
 When breaking friendships down by gender, females responded higher than males when 
asked about emotional connectedness with their friends. For example, females rated the 
following qualities higher than males: genuine and authentic interest in the individual and the 
friendship, encouragement, and creating an atmosphere of safety and trustworthiness. On the 
opposite end, males rated the similarity aspects of friendships higher than those of their female 
peers. Men rated the following qualities higher than women: show high levels of commitment, 
willing to extend time and resources to meet personal needs and share in similar interests while 
providing stimulating conversations (King & Terrance, 2008). 
 
 
30 
 Taking all that into consideration, men and women still prefer the same qualities in a 
friend, but simply rated them differently. According to the scientists, these are simply a list of 
qualities that exemplify a healthy, constructive, and important friendship for anyone, especially 
adults. This does not mean that a friend exemplified these qualities at all times and in every 
situation, but rather this is a comprehensive list of qualities that one would prefer in a healthy 
and ongoing friendship (King & Terrance, 2008). 
 Furthermore, both men and women agreed that it was important to their friendship that 
one does not neglect their friends when dating a new individual. This resonated more with 
females, but males also deemed it to be a significant quality in a friendship. Males and females 
both acknowledged that dating and marriage impact one’s social life. Each partner’s 
socialization is considerably influenced by the couple’s expectations, interests, and 
personalities. Research has shown that friendships and individuals will undoubtedly change 
when married. This is due to the changes in priorities and expectations that affect friendships 
and marriage. A spouse’s personality and priority can affect friendships and cause individuals 
to spend less time with their friends, outside of their marriage or relationship (Cronin, 2015). 
 Similarities and Dissimilarities in Male and Female Friendships 
 When it comes to same-sex friendships, individuals were satisfied of psychological 
needs being met that produced the strongest predictor of happiness. In other words, individuals 
were happier when their same-sex friend satisfied the needs of belonging and feeling loved. In 
the same context, healthy friendships relate to an increased happiness and overall well-being 
(Demir & Ingrid, 2012) that also be relates to an increase in self-esteem (Baumeister, 
Campbell, Krueger & Vohs, 2003).  
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 Both males and females tend to learn about social interactions with others through 
females. Typically, a mother will tend to her child’s basic and psychological needs early on 
with a nurturing manner. Additionally, children might be exposed to female relatives. These 
relatives also tend to interact in a very emotive and physical way to express their love and 
affection. In Western cultures, the child is typically exposed, predominately, to female 
childcare providers and female teachers (Greif, 2010). Males and females may observe and 
notice those particular interactions with adults and imitate those behaviors with their friends. 
Although males may observe all of these particular interactions and exchanges, research has 
demonstrated that he will most likely choose to interact with other males in physical and non-
emotive ways (Greif, 2010). 
 Regardless of personality type and sex, frequent face-to-face time with friends can 
decrease stress and advance overall well-being and health for any individual. When the 
interactions and time spent together are healthy for the individuals, stress can decrease, and 
health can increase (Fuller-Iglesias, Webster, & Antonucci, 2013). Research has denoted that 
when a friend is trustworthy and honest, it can produce intimacy in the friendship that leads to 
feelings of emotional fulfillment and satisfaction (Ghosh et al., 2015). 
 When it comes to the number of friends, men and women have very similar number of 
friends, same-sex or otherwise, when they reach adulthood. Men and women both described 
who they could count on: four friends they could talk to about their sex lives, five to six friends 
they could call when they were in trouble, and five to six friends they could count on for 
celebrating their birthday. The more intimate the details, the less men and women felt they 
could communicate to a friend.  The number of friends within the specific group was fairly 
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similar between adult men and women (Gillespie, Lever, Frederick & Royce, 2015).  Another 
researcher found that as men and women get older, their definition of friendship begins to shift 
a little, especially as they reach adulthood (Allan, 2010). Allan points out that both men and 
women, if they have a sibling, will always claim they have a sibling, whether or not that 
relationship is healthy or active. In contrast, as one gets older, the less friends one will claim to 
have if those relationships are perceived to be inactive or unhealthy. Also found that as 
individuals age their concept or definition of friendship begins to narrow and they become 
more particular with their notions of friendship. This is due to less willingness to experience a 
toxic or negative friendship. Allan states that older individuals tend to know what they want in 
a friend and are less likely to bend their concept of friendship, because they have more 
experience with both positive and negative friends. 
When men and women reach adulthood, they report more same-sex than cross-sex 
friends. Additionally, men and women reported very similar levels of satisfaction when it 
comes to friendships in their adulthood. There were no significant differences in satisfaction 
levels regarding adulthood friendships (Gillespie et al., 2015). Furthermore, length of a 
friendship played a critical role in how one views his or her friendships. Even though both men 
and women have similar levels of relationship satisfaction, as one gets older, individuals have a 
tendency to continue to share more intimate and personal details with their friends who they 
have known and trusted for a longer amount of time. These individuals value their older 
friendships more deeply than newly formed friendships. Although they value their older 
relationships, adult men and women still desire newer friendships, but they prefer to confide in 
same-sex friends whom they have known for a longer period of time (McFadden, Knepple & 
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Armstrong, 2003). Gillespie et al. concluded that same-sex friends were provided expressive 
and instrumental support that increased happiness and satisfaction for both males and females 
(Gillespie et al., 2015). 
According to Diener and Seligman (2002), people who spent the more time socializing 
and less time alone, scored the highest on life satisfaction. They also took into account 
personality differences. Thus, males and females, both, need regular, healthy interactions with 
their friends. Gillespie et al. (2015) note that differences in age, education level, personal 
income, and parental status had little-to-no-effect on friendship satisfaction among either sex. 
Individuals could come from varying backgrounds and upbringings, yet this did not affect their 
friendships, nor the gratification attached to those particular bonds. 
It is pertinent to note that one researcher found the concept of dualistic philosophy, 
which states that neither a woman nor a man’s behavior is based on biology (Greif, 2010). 
Instead their interactions and behaviors are based on socialization and what each individual has 
personally experienced. This concept is rooted in the idea that both biology and one’s 
socialization can interact with each other and can cause individuals to act and behave a certain 
way; however, the foundation of this belief is that males or females behave a certain way 
according to their environment and experiences, not their sex (Greif, 2010). Some researchers 
agree with this idea of dualistic philosophy and share similar thoughts that one is highly 
influenced by their social cognition, but one researcher stands firm that one cannot separate 
biology from one’s actions (Fiske, 2013). To further this point, Fiske states that one can be 
influenced by their surroundings, people’s thoughts and beliefs and social pressure, but all of 
that is in combination with the biology of one being created as male or female (Fiske, 2013). 
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Couple Intimacy 
 The term intimacy is derived from the Latin term intimus which means inner or inmost 
and sharing the most deeply private or innermost parts of one’s self (Partridge, 1966). There is 
still debate among researchers in defining couple intimacy. Some researchers define intimacy 
as a means of self-disclosure and communicating personal feelings between one and their 
spouse, while operating with cohesion in the relationship (Reis & Shaver, 1988; Prager, 1997). 
Ferreira et al. (2012) define intimacy as self-disclosure, closeness and expression of affection 
between two partners. Earlier researchers emphasized the link to selfhood (Erickson, 1968) and 
demarcated intimacy as the fusing of two different identities that permit validation of all 
components of one’s personal worth (Sullivan, 1953). One concept is that one matures into 
intimacy by increasing their ability to relate and be related to by another individual 
(Ruszczynski, Fisher, Britton & Tavistock Institute of Marital Studies, 1995). Papouchis (1982) 
states that an individual needs to have a high level of personal development, so their identity is 
not threatened when he or she enters into an intimate relationship with a partner. Additional 
facets of intimacy can include, but are not limited to: intention, involvement, emotion, 
sexuality, and gender (Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). Intimacy, within the literature, is not used 
synonymously with sexual desire, arousal, or passion. This is because those relate more to 
one’s response to a particular behavior (Bargh, Chen & Burrows, 1996), and include many 
different aspects of creating a bond and being confidently beloved by another individual 
(Ferreria et al., 2012; Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). Another debated topic related to intimacy 
definitions, is the unclear differentiation between intimacy and closeness. Closeness is more 
related to the idea of being with another person, frequency of contact and physical proximity, 
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while intimacy is more closely related to mutual self-disclosure, affection and validation 
(Ferreria et al., 2012).  
Intimacy depends on knowledge, whereas passion, sexuality, physicality or verbal, 
relates more to emotions. Therefore, one’s emotions involve physiological arousal, which can 
change rather quickly, however, intimacy is rooted in knowledge and accumulates over time. In 
other words, one can experience their maximum level of passion with another, but there is no 
cap on one’s ability to experience intimacy with another person.  These concepts may be 
related, for example, when intimacy increases rapidly, one’s passion may be high, but it is 
necessary to note that the two constructs differ from one another (Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 
1999). 
Intimacy, in any form, is necessary for human development, but it is impossible to 
determine exactly how much, or in what form, a person will need to experience intimacy. 
Intimacy allows for individuals to feel a sense of safety and comfort while increasing their trust 
with another person (Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). When one has experienced healthy intimacy, 
this intimacy can support individuals to triumph during hardships, increase their overall well-
being, and improve the quality of one’s life. Additionally, when intimacy is lacking for an 
extended period of time, individuals become less resilient and it creates a larger risk of a 
variety of different illness, due to the deficiency of intimate connection with another individual 
(Prager, 1997). It is also noteworthy to discuss that one’s intimacy with their spouse may 
decrease over time, for various reasons, but it is still necessary for one’s human development 
(Baumeister & Bratslavsky, 1999). Intimacy does not need to include a physical or sexual 
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experience, but both individuals should feel secure and welcomed by the opposite individual 
(Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). 
Couple intimacy is fundamental for one’s psychological well-being and for one’s 
marriage. There are decades of empirical research that support that sexual desire in marriage 
can lead to an increase of couple intimacy and couple satisfaction. Sexual desire has been 
empirically identified as strongly affecting the continuity of the marriage relationship. Couple 
intimacy does not equate to a couple’s sexual experiences or sexual desires. It has been, 
however, established as having a strong influence on the concept of couple intimacy (Ferreria 
et al., 2012). Additionally, research has shown that intimacy is affected when one feels 
inadequate or views themselves as a failure, whether situational or not. This highly affects 
one’s ability to be intimate with someone due to the fear of the other person viewing them in a 
similar light or knowing their true self (Marar, 2012). The fear of their spouse’s response in an 
intimate setting can, understandably, change one’s behavior short-term and long-term, and can 
negatively affect a couple’s level of intimacy (Baumeister, Vohs, De Wall & Zhang, 2007). 
Prager (1997) surmises that intimate behaviors generate intimate experiences that create 
feelings of love that can create a sequence of intimate behaviors. When those specific 
behaviors are repeated over time, the person is likely to develop an intimate relationship 
schema. If this schema is positively developed, one may cherish those valued memories and 
expectation of the intimate contact with their partner. When the schema is activated, this can 
arouse feelings of love even when there is an absence of intimate interactions. According to 
Prager, this can create a sense of reinforcement of one choosing to love someone and sharing 
intimacy with one’s spouse.  
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Another factor that positively affects a couple’s intimacy is when one partner accurately 
and appropriately understands their partner and their needs to fullest extent. This understanding 
helps create a sense of acceptance (Prager, 2014). Furthermore, being in a long-term, 
romantically involved relationship or marriage, where love is ongoing, can increase a couple’s 
intimacy with one another. This also causes increases in the individual’s general well-being 
(Acevedo & Aron, 2009). Studies suggest that couple intimacy is also an essential factor in 
one’s happiness, positive emotions, and life satisfaction (Diener & Lucas, 2000). 
A study by Gonzaga, Campos, and Bradbury (2007) controlled for ethnicity and found 
out that emotional and personality similarities between two individuals positively affected the 
relationship quality among romantic partners. They also note that couple intimacy can be 
expressed and view in a variety of different ways; however, they concluded that being similar 
emotional expression and in personality had a positive effect on the couple and their 
relationship. In addition, personality similarity among couples can be closely related to 
emotional similarity and can increase one’s ability to relate and be related to. Similar 
personality and emotional expression, ultimately, can increase effective and positive 
communication and interactions between spouses (Gonzaga et al., 2007; Caughlin, Huston & 
Houts, 2000). 
Playfulness in Adult Relationships 
The concept of playfulness among adults has become more prominent in research. 
Betcher (1977), coined the term “intimate play,” which can be defined as “regression in the 
presence of another” that involves “a spontaneous, creative, flowing out of the self within a 
dyadic relationship” (p. 5). Throughout the years, the term playfulness has been used 
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synonymously with “intimate play”. Research has consistently shown that playfulness among 
intimate adults, such as creativity, humor and spontaneity (Glynn and Webster 1992; Guitard, 
Ferland & Dutil, 2005) can positively affect a couple’s relationship, social functions, and 
dynamics (Demir, 2019; Proyer and Jehle 2013). Additionally, playfulness was positively 
related to marital and couple satisfaction (Betcher, 1977), linked to healthy conflict resolution 
and intimacy among couples (Lutz, 1982), self-disclosure and attachment security (Mount, 
2005), relationship happiness (Aune & Wong, 2002), and self-esteem (Aune & Wong, 2002; 
Cavanaugh, 2006). 
Male Perspective on Intimacy  
Couple intimacy can be viewed differently between males and females, and research 
has shown that men view intimacy, mainly, as expressions of affection, warmth and care (Reis 
& Patrick, 1996). According to Reis and Patrick, men feel a higher sense of intimacy with their 
romantic partner when physical and verbal affection is displayed along with a sense of warmth 
and kind-heartedness. On top of that, men also prefer altruism and solidarity within their 
relationship to feel a sense of intimacy (Levinger & Snoek, 1972). Respect is an important 
factor in men’s perspective on intimacy, because they want to feel as though they are respected 
by their spouse prior to their self-disclosure and attempting to make connections or bonds with 
their partner (Marar, 2012). Furthermore, research has demonstrated that men emphasize 
sexuality and physical proximity with their partner, over emotional connection (Ferreria et al., 
2012). Opposite of a woman’s perspective, men also have a tendency to carry an intimate 
relationship into various aspect of one’s functioning (Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). Men, in 
general, would rather feel a sense of unanimity with their spouse to create connectedness, along 
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with knowing their female counterpart is exemplifying selflessness within their marriage 
(Levinger & Snoek, 1972). One’s masculinity can be attached to one’s sexuality and identity; 
therefore, men would prefer being physically intimate rather than emotionally intimate due to 
the simplicity of the physical nature of exchanging touch (Marar, 2012). Also, men use sexual 
interactions and experiences to emotionally connect and increase emotional intimacy with their 
spouse (Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). 
A study concluded that men, overall, felt significantly less sexually intimate than 
females, but did express a tendency to attach greater value to the construct of sexual intimacy 
(Talmadge & Dabbs, 1990). Research is clear in the fact that most men voice that being 
intimate, especially emotionally intimate. It can require a leap of faith, because it can be out of 
one’s comfort zone and can emphasize that fact that their partner might eventually know them 
better than they know themselves (Marar, 2012). Marar also notes that when men completely 
let their guards down, they are attempting to create a connection, whether it feels natural or not. 
When this occurs, men are attempting to renounce their control and allow for their partner to 
see the whole truth about them. In doing so, they are hoping that their partner is in a benevolent 
state of mind and can trust and respect the process and not place any judgment on them. 
Furthermore, Marar states that if men are feeling insecure, some men have a tendency to reject 
intimacy due to their fear of being rejected and potentially having to be vulnerable in a fragile 
state of mind. 
According to Hudson and Jacot (1992), men are more likely to place their desire or 
intimacy onto a person or object, and they are more likely to act on that desire in literal terms 
rather than just pondering or fantasizing about a person. Hundson and Jacot suggest that 
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compared to a woman, men find more of their identity and form of sexual endeavor in his 
sexuality and sexual experiences. Furthermore, if he is cut off or prohibited from those certain 
experiences and behaviors, a man is more likely to resort to hatred and may act out in violent, 
inappropriate or promiscuous behaviors. Although women can resort to similar actions, studies 
have shown that men are more likely to exhibit extreme behaviors, which can, in return, 
decrease their ability to be intimate with a partner (Hudson & Jacot, 1992). 
When surveyed on physical intimacy, men reported higher levels of frequency and 
intensity (Ferreria et al., 2012). Ferreria et al. note that when asked about intimacy within their 
marriage, most men related the terminology of intimacy with sexual experiences and shared 
that they feel most intimate with their spouse when engaging in some sort of physical 
exchange. They continue by stating that this physical exchange is a way that men attempt to 
share and create a connection with their spouse, in order to enhance their overall marriage and 
the intimacy between a husband and a wife. Also, Orbach (1993) attempted to make 
connections between a man’s ability to be intimate and their relationship with their mother. In 
doing so, Orbach postulated that a man is not taught by his mother to recognize areas that he 
has been given to or in which he should give back to others; therefore, a man’s ability to give 
their spouse an intimate connection in which she enjoys is less often and not easy recognizable 
(Orbach, 1993).  
From a different perspective, one Kostenberger (2010) states that men are just as 
capable of expressing intimacy as women, they just need more direction and clarification in 
order to fully comprehend what their spouse desires and appreciates. This approach can create 
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more clarity and cohesion and can increase intimacy within one’s marriage and lead to higher 
marital satisfaction between a husband and a wife.  
Female Perspective on Intimacy 
In contrast, women view intimacy as closeness and connectedness (Tolstedt & Stokes, 
1983), commitment (Huston & Burgess, 1979), and devoting time for your spouse, when it 
comes to sex and quality time (Gabb, 2008). Women typically feel close to their romantic 
partner when they know their partner is fully committed (Huston & Burgess, 1979). Women 
experience feelings of acceptance and love, when they feel as though their significant other is 
creating time to have sex and invest quality time with them, even during busy moments (Gabb, 
2008). Women have a tendency to emphasize expression and affection, but research has found 
that there are no vast differences regarding self-disclosure and trust between a man and 
woman’s perspective (Hook, Gerstein, Detterich & Gridley, 2003; Narciso & Ribeiro, 2009). 
Also, women need to feel a sense of emotional connectedness and emotional intimacy in order 
to be sexually intimate with their spouse (Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). One thing to note, is that 
substantial research has conceptualized that intimacy favors a woman’s perspective and can 
silence the men’s unique attributes of couple intimacy (Perel, 2008; Prager, 1997). 
Women also feel more understood when men open up and share their emotions with 
them, because this is how women tend to relate with one another. So, in order to increase 
intimacy with their husband, they desire the similar demonstrations of intimacy in return 
(Daniell, 2003). According to Daniell, women establish connections and intimacy through 
shared emotions and shared experiences. When a man verbally and physically shares and 
demonstrates love for his wife, women feel a sense of love and belonging. Research supports 
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that women are, typically, more capable in discussing intimate issues openly, with warm-
heartedness, compared to their male peers (Merves-Okin, Amidon & Bernt, 1991; Stewart, 
1992). Women define intimacy as reciprocal, emotional, and kind (Marar, 2012). Marar 
continues, stating that women want intimacy to be mutually recognized, and they want the 
intimacy to be guarded from people outside of their current intimate connection. The emotional 
connection is imperative to women. Women want a heightened emotional experience, in which 
they feel loved and appreciated by their partner. This is significant, because Marar states that 
emotions are, oftentimes, beyond cognitive control. So, when an individual experiences a 
heightened sense of intimacy, those feelings of acceptance, belonging, and value are additional 
affirmations of the love between two spouses. Thus, when they experience intimacy and they 
feel loved and appreciated, they can feel a lack of control. This is due to their varying emotions 
and experiences. This statement does not cover every individual’s preferences or thoughts; 
however, research has shown that most women enjoy highly emotional and kind interactions 
with their husband. Greeff & Malherbe (2001) note that women who experience an intimate 
relationship with their male partner have a greater sense of satisfaction and happiness within 
their own marriage. 
If the married couple have children, women tend to feel closer and more intimate with 
their spouse, when their husband equally loves their children (Daniell, 2003). Daniell describes 
that when women witnes their husband love, care, protect, and play with their children it can 
manifest intimate feelings for their husband and foster intimacy within the family. 
Additionally, if the husband offers assistance with the children’s daily tasks, women felt more 
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loved, adored, supported, and admired.  According to Daniell, this makes women feel 
appreciated and loved as both a wife and a mother. 
Sexual intimacy is closely related to emotional intimacy for women. Women, typically, 
need emotional intimacy with their spouse in order to experience a greater sense of sexual 
intimacy (Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). Insecurities can significantly influence women’s lives. 
Studies have shown that when a woman is feeling insecure, a trusted and intimate connection 
with their spouse can alleviate the insecurities and produce more positive thoughts and feelings 
(Marar, 2012). 
As previously noted, an individual’s relationship with their mother is significantly 
connected to one’s ability to express themselves intimately (Orbach, 1993). Women are taught 
to recognize when she has been given to and how to appropriately give back or extend her 
giving so that other people may benefit and enjoy. According to Orbach, researchers have 
found women to be better at loving and expressing feelings their husband may appreciate. This 
is, largely, due to sociological facets where women are raised to nurture and provide for other 
individuals.  Therefore, women’s identitiesare affirmed when she performs these actions, 
because she is satisfying the sociological conditioning from which she was taught.  
 Weber (2013) suggests that a woman is taught how to intimately love a man according 
to societal norms and expectations. Weber surmises that women develop their sexual identity 
and definition of intimacy based on society’s standards of physically connecting with others, 
while disconnecting from the self (Weber, 2013).Related to the concept of marriage, 
Kostenberge (2010) found that the best approach to ascertaining personal definitions of 
intimacy is to have a healthy and effective conversation between spouses. This conversation 
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assists in comprehending what is appreciated and what would be classified as being intimate. 
When couples are able to have thorough discussions, the gap in miscommunication and 
misunderstanding can decrease. This creates a healthier foundation to enhance one’s marital 
dynamics and their overall marriage. 
Marriage Satisfaction 
One’s marriage satisfaction can fluctuate over time. Different factors can positively or 
negatively influence marital satisfaction. The most prolific concept that researchers discuss is 
the importance of sexual connection and intercourse (Montesi, Conner, Gordon, Fauber, Kim & 
Heimberg, 2013). Montesi et al., state that sexual intimacy with partners differ widely in 
relationships. Despite differences, it is evident that sexual satisfaction within the marriage can 
increase overall marriage satisfaction. The authors define the key to enhancing sexual 
satisfaction within the marriage as clear and healthy communication. With clear and healthy 
communication, each partner is aware of their partner’s preferences and what is expected. 
Furthermore, researchers have found that romantic love and passionate sex can function as a 
healthy form of trustworthiness in a relationship’s dynamics (Murray, Holmes & Reis, 2011). 
Physical, emotional, and spiritual attachment can occur during the act of sexual intercourse 
with one another, both emotionally and physically, and can enhance a bond between the 
married couple (Reis & Patrick, 1996). 
Commitment allows for stability in one’s mind, while freeing one from continually 
questioning and doubting one’s intentions and thoughts (Murray et al., 2011). According to 
Yarhouse and Sells (2017) God designed marriage to be a lasting covenant between a man and 
a woman and with the Creator Himself. By vowing to be faithful and devoted to one’s spouse, 
 
 
45 
the marriage covenant can create trust and security between both partners, even during 
hardships. When commitment is present within a marriage, spouses can focus on acting and 
demonstrating the vow of marriage (Murray et al., 2011). 
According to research by Gordon (2014), couples felt that humor is a necessary factor 
for increasing marital satisfaction. A study by Tornquist and Chiappe (2015) study concluded 
that both men and women prefer a partner that has a high humor production, versus those who 
have lower humor production. Furthermore, individuals who stated that they have a high level 
of humor receptivity, were more likely to prefer having a partner with high humor production. 
Humor can be inappropriate times and even negatively impact a relationship, but most 
individuals still prefer having a humorous partner. Furthermore, having a humorous partner 
was found to increase satisfaction (Gordon, 2014). 
Multiple studies have shown selflessness, humility and understanding to increase 
marital intimacy, while increasing marital and life satisfaction (Ruszczynski et al., 1995; Reis 
& Shaver, 1988; Gonzaga et al., 2007). Intimacy is not limited to marriage, but people tend to 
get married for the sake of continuous intimacy. When intimacy is expressed appropriately and 
compassionately, marriage satisfaction tends to increase (Schaefer & Olson, 1981; Greeff & 
Malherbe, 2001). Furthermore, studies have shown that there is a direct correlation between 
marital intimacy and marital satisfaction (Schaefer & Olson, 1981; Tolstedt & Stokes, 1983). 
Also, marital satisfaction has a direct relationship to effective communication, self-discloser, 
and problem solving (Merves-Okin et al., 1991). Something noteworthy is that people tend to 
marry people that have similar views on intimacy and self-disclosure. So, when the similarities 
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are being expressed healthily, those interactions can increase marital satisfaction (Greeff & 
Malherbe, 2001). 
Radua (2018) found that marital satisfaction is directly correlated to one’s overall life 
satisfaction. This study included a range of relationship statuses: married, cohabitating, dating, 
single, and divorced. The results show that life satisfaction increased based on the fact they 
were in a committed marital relationship. Interestingly, other studies have affirmed these 
findings, but noted that individuals whom experience an initial increase of life satisfaction, can 
quickly return to pre-marital levels, after being wed (Boyce, Wood & Ferguson, 2016).  
In contrast, studies have also found that individuals who cohabitate before marriage 
vary heavily in satisfaction, relationship dynamics, and cohesion than individuals who live 
together after being wed (Pirani & Vignoli, 2016). This point of view suggests that cohabitators 
cannot simply be compared to non-cohabitators due to the large difference of levels of 
education, income (Clarkberg, Stolzenberg, & Waite, 1995; Thornton, Axinn, & Hill, 1992), 
financial resources (Ross & Van Willigen, 1997), religiosity (Nazio & Blossfeld, 2003; 
Thornton et al., 1992), individualistic attitudes (Clarkberg et al., 1995; Thornton et al., 1992; 
Ellison, 1991), family orientation (Clarkberg et al., 1995), commitment levels (Brown & 
Booth, 1996; Nock, 1995) and traditional attitudes towards family roles and marriage between 
the two groups (Clarkberg et al., 1995; Wiik, Bernhardt, & Noack, 2009). The two groups 
differ too greatly for studies to have significant results about one’s marital and life satisfaction 
(Pirani & Vignoli, 2016).  
Furthermore, researchers have found marital and life satisfaction to be affected by 
personality (Boyce et al., 2016; Caughlin, Huston & Houts, 2000). Women who reported being 
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conscientious workers experienced a sustained increase in life satisfaction, while women who 
reported not being conscientious workers experienced a small transitionary life satisfaction 
increase (Boyce et al., 2016). Researchers surmise that this is likely due to the conscientious 
effect, where those who is more meticulous and careful may place more value on their 
relationships. This is significant, because these individuals tend to strive harder to ensure their 
marriage is successful, which can increase their overall satisfaction (Roberts & Robins, 2000; 
Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 2007; Malouff, Thorsteinsson, Schutte, Bhullar & 
Rooke, 2010).  
Multiple studies have been conducted to test if marital satisfaction is affected by marital 
income. A study by Jackson, Krull, Bradbury and Karney (2017) demonstrated that there was 
not a significant difference between higher income and lower income couples. In this study, 
they also tested to see if couples at different levels of income have to work harder to maintain 
their marital satisfaction over time. The results replicated that of previous studies that show 
marital satisfaction decreasing over time at a very small rate (Jackson et al., 2017); however, 
there was not a significant difference between lower and higher income couples regarding 
marital satisfaction. The authors state that the sample size was small and with a larger sample 
size, they predict that the results may differ over time. They concluded their study stating that a 
difference of level of income between couples did not affect one’s marital satisfaction. 
Lastly, life satisfaction may play a critical role in determining the quality of future 
relationships. According to Stanley, Ragan, Rhoades and Markman (2012) life satisfaction 
levels before marriage can play a significant role in how one’s relationship quality unfold. 
Furthermore, the marital satisfaction increases right after two individuals get married. This time 
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period is defined by Lavner and Bradbury (2010) as the “honeymoon phase”. During this time, 
individuals may experience euphoria and not have a realistic mindset of what marriage may 
look like due to elevated emotions. Satisfaction persists for varying time periods but will 
subsequently begin to decrease. Marital satisfaction can have long trajectories but there is still 
an initial increase in marital satisfaction during the newlywed phase (Williamson & Lavner, 
2019). For these reasons, participants in this study must meet the inclusion criteria of being 
married for a minimum of three years. This will ensure that the results are more accurate and 
stable.  
Summary 
Adult friendships are crucial and necessary for overall well-being (Hojjat & Moyer, 
2016). Every friendship is unique and varies significantly from relationship-to-relationship. 
Research has shown that as individuals enter adulthood, the quality of friendships is more 
significant than the quantity of friendships (Gillespie et al., 2015). Furthermore, some 
relationships may ebb and flow because of life stages and circumstances (Blieszner & Adams, 
2012). Research has shown that it is important for individuals in a heterosexual marriage to 
have friends outside of the marriage (Grayling, 2013). Male and female friendships can look 
vastly different in adulthood (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). It is apparent that both males and 
females can have healthy same-sex friendships (Grayling, 2013), while receiving and 
exemplifying healthy, effective and positive qualities of friendship (King & Terrance, 2008). 
Additionally, both males and females tend to be satisfied with same-sex friendships when basic 
psychological needs are being met and enhanced through a friend (Demir & Ingrid, 2012). 
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When one’s friendships are healthy and fruitful, an individual’s life satisfaction tends to 
increase (Demir & Ingrid, 2012). 
Couple intimacy can include a variety of aspects between two individuals, but some 
important factors in couple intimacy are self-disclosure (Ferreira et al., 2012), communicating 
personal feelings (Reis & Shaver, 1988), cohesion in marriage (Prager, 1997), closeness and 
expression of affection between two partners (Ferreira et al., 2012), and intention and 
involvement (Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). Intimacy, in any form, is essential for development, 
but it is unclear what form a person needs or desires intimacy. Another significant finding 
about couple intimacy is that one needs to feel a sense of safety, comfort, and trustworthiness 
between them and their partner (Greeff & Malherbe, 2001). The most pertinent difference 
between males and females when it comes to feeling intimate is that males desire a sense of 
verbal and physical affection to feel intimate (Reis & Patrick, 1996), while females want to feel 
a sense of intimacy with their spouse before verbal or physical affection begins. This is 
especially important for females, before they are sexually intimate with their husband (Greeff 
& Malherbe, 2001). Men also have a tendency to view intimacy as expressions of affection, 
warmth, care (Reis & Patrick, 1996), altruism, solidarity (Levinger & Snoek, 1972), and a 
sense of respect from their wife (Marar, 2012). In contrast, women view intimacy as closeness 
and connectedness (Tolstedt & Stokes, 1983), commitment (Huston & Burgess, 1979), and 
investing time for sex (Gabb, 2008). Marital satisfaction for men and women can fluctuate over 
time, with an increase of overall satisfaction during the first years of marriage (Boyce et al., 
2016). Several studies state the importance of sexual intimacy, clear communication (Montesi 
et al., 2013), romantic and passionate love, trustworthiness, and commitment during one’s 
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marriage (Murray et al., 2011). Multiple studies have shown that selflessness, humility, and 
understanding are the key influencers to increasing marital and life satisfaction (Ruszczynski et 
al., 1995; Reis & Shaver, 1988; Gonzaga et al., 2007). 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 
Overview 
The research question will be presented here, along with a discussion about the research 
design, and the independent, dependent, and moderating variables. The selection of participants 
will also be presented, as well as the intended research procedure, instruments employed, 
projected measures, intervention protocols, and plans for statistical analyses. External and 
internal validity will also be discussed throughout the study. 
Design 
The design of this study is an independent samples t-test and a moderated multiple 
regression on a non-probability sample that employs the snowballing technique.  A 
snowballing technique is used when existing study participants recruit future participants 
among their personal acquaintances (Warner, 2012). This allows for modulation of the 
variable, level of depth in an outside, same-sex friendship, affects the couple intimacy in 
heterosexual married couples. An independent samples t-test and moderation design are the 
best fits for this study to test the potential effects of the moderator between the independent and 
dependent variable.  
Research Questions 
This research will be expanding the current research and fill the current gap. Filling this 
gap will provide a more specific perspective that focuses on adult, same-sex friendships and 
their ability to modulate couple intimacy within heterosexual marriages. The research questions 
that emerge from this literature are as follows: 
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RQ1: Is there a difference in intimacy with one’s marital partner for adults with a same-
sex friends compared to adults without a same-sex friend? 
RQ2: Does degree of intimacy in same-sex friendships moderate the relationship 
between friendship status and intimacy level in marital relationships? 
Hypotheses 
Ha1: There is a significant difference in marital intimacy for adults with a same-sex friend 
compared to adults without a same-sex friend. The scores will be higher on the Personal 
Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships (PAIR) and Couple Satisfaction Index (CSI). 
Ha2: Degree of intimacy in same-sex friendships is a significant moderator of the relationship 
between friendship status and intimacy level in one’s marital relationship. The scores will be 
higher on the Friendship Quality Scale (FQUA) and the Intimate Friendship Scale (IFS). 
Participants and Setting 
The participants for this study were recruited via a survey on social media. Individuals 
who meet the criteria were asked to partake in the survey and share the survey with individuals 
who also meet the criteria. Before any individual took the survey, a series of questions were 
asked to ensure that the participants meet all the following criteria: The participants must be 
eighteen years or older, be in an ongoing heterosexual marriage with their spouse, been married 
for at least three years, and live within the United States of America. The participants 
completed the surveys once, by themselves. Upon completion of the surveys, their participation 
will be concluded.    
Measures 
Initial Survey 
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This initial survey consisted of three questions, to ensure that the participants meet the 
criteria to participate in the survey. The three questions are as follows: Are you at least 18 years 
old, have you been in an ongoing heterosexual marriage for three or more years, and do you 
live in the United States of America? If the participants do not meet the criteria, or answer ‘no’ 
to any of the questions, the survey will not let them advance.  
Consent of the Survey 
 The participants must give consent for their inclusion in the study and limits of 
confidentiality. Their names will be anonymous, but their information, such as location, age, 
length of marriage, length of friendship, and the answers to the survey will be publishable. The 
participants will have to agree to this consent before partaking in the online survey.   
Instrumentation 
Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships (PAIR) 
The PAIR was used to measure and assess the current and desired intimacy between a 
husband and a wife on five different factors and one “faking” scale, developed by Schaefer and 
Olson (1981). The five factors that this assessment encompasses are emotional intimacy, social 
intimacy, sexual intimacy, intellectual intimacy and recreational intimacy (Schaefer & Olson, 
1981). Emotional intimacy is the ability to feel close to someone. Social intimacy is the ability 
to share mutual friends and likes within the same group of friends. Sexual intimacy is the 
ability to share overall affection and sexual activities. Intellectual intimacy is the ability to 
experience shared ideas. Lastly, recreational intimacy is the ability to share interests in hobbies 
or joint participation in a sport. This self-reported assessment is a 36-item questionnaire and the 
questions are formatted on a five-point scale to assess and analyze the respondent’s answers. 
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Scores can be interpreted in both the differences between the two individual’s desired and 
actual intimacy, along with the differences of their specific scores. The internal reliability 
coefficient of the PAIR is 0.70 and the subscale’s internal reliability are the following: 
emotional, 0.75; social, 0.71; sexual, 0.77; intellectual, 0.70; recreational, 0.70; and 
conventionality, 0.80. Schaefer and Olson’s instrument attained concurrent validity by a 
significant positive correlation with the Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Scale and the 
Cohesion and Expressiveness scales of the Moos Family Environment Scale. The reliability 
(Cronbach's alpha) for the PAIR was .94 after reverse coding items.  
Couple Satisfaction Index (CSI) 
The CSI was used to assess and measure one’s satisfaction within their marital 
relationship between a husband and a wife. The CSI is a self-reported, 32-item questionnaire, 
developed by Funk and Rogge (2007), that employs several scales. It was designed to measure 
happiness, agreeableness, disagreements, and how the individual feels overall about their 
marital relationship. The questionnaire was used to measure couple and individual satisfaction 
in marriage. With the 32-item questionnaire, scores can range from 0 to 161. Higher scores 
indicate higher levels of relationship satisfaction, while lower scores, ranging from 0 to 104.5, 
can indicate relationship dissatisfaction. The reliability (Cronbach's alpha) for the CSI was .98 
after reverse coding items.  
Friendship Quality Scale (FQUA) 
The FQUA was used to measure the positive and negative features of friendship 
through four dimensions: Safety, Closeness, Acceptance and Help. It was developed by Thien, 
Razak and Jamil (2012) and contains 21 items. It is another measure in assessing the quality 
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and depth of adult friendships. The FQUA will improve the study by providing more detailed 
information about intimacy and closeness between friendships, as well as how those specific 
friendships affect couple intimacy between spouses in a heterosexual marriage. The FQUA was 
validated rigorously. Reliability and construct validity were strong, and the parameters fell 
within the acceptable range. According to the authors, roughly 62% of variance in the FQUA 
was accounted for by Closeness, Help, Acceptance, and Safety. For this study, only the 
questions related to closeness and acceptance will be used to assess intimacy with same-sex 
friendships outside of the marriage. The reliability (Cronbach's alpha) for the FQUA was .94.  
Intimate Friendship Scale (IFS) 
The IFS was used to assess the depth of the friendship between two individuals of the 
same sex. In 1974, Ruth Sharabany developed the intimate friendship scale to determine 
friendship quality using the following subscales: Frankness and Spontaneity, Sensitivity and 
Knowing, Attachment, Exclusiveness, Giving and Sharing, Imposition, Common Activities, 
and Trust and Loyalty. Sharabany created this 32-item, Likert assessment based off the 
definition of friendship, sociological studies on social distance and psychoanalytical literature. 
Additionally, the psychometric properties of the IFS have proven to have good reliability, 
along with a high level of content validity that have been demonstrated multiple times. 
Furthermore, psychologists were asked to classify the 32 items on the assessment, and 28 out 
of the 32 items were agreed upon to determine one’s quality of friendship. The reliability was 
demonstrated by reporting alpha coefficients for all four items for the four groups: city boy, 
kibbutz boys, city girls, and kibbutz girls. The values ranged from .72 to .77, showing a high 
level of internal consistency. Sharabany also determined that the full scale was not measuring 
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one aspect of friendship, but multiple facets. This was accomplished by calculating intercluster 
correlations, which were lower than the alpha coefficients for each subscale. The reliability 
(Cronbach's alpha) for the IFS was .92. 
Procedures 
 Submitting an IRB application and gaining and securing IRB approval was the first step 
in conducting this study. After the approval was granted, Qualtrics, an online survey platform, 
was used to create a survey that included all four instruments. The first page of the Qualtrics 
survey presented participants with the informed consent and inclusion/exclusion criteria. 
Participants could not continue to the survey without first giving consent. The first question 
encapsulated the informed consent information. The next three questions consisted of the 
criteria questions, listed as follows: Are you at least 18 years old? do you live in the United 
States? and have you been in a heterosexual marriage for at least three years? After that, the 
questions from the Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships (PAIR), the 4-item 
version of the Couple Satisfaction Index (CSI), the closeness and acceptance portion of the 
Friendship Quality Scale (FQUA) and the Intimate Friendship Scale (IFS) were combined, 
respectively, and placed onto Qualtrics. After being placed on Qualtrics, the link was posted 
onto Facebook, through a personal account. The Facebook post asked individuals, who meet 
the criteria, to take the survey and share it with any individuals who also meet the criteria. By 
allowing the survey to be passed to other individuals, participants outside of immediate 
personal connection can also have access to the survey. This technique allows for a larger 
sample size to be achieved. The survey was accessible on Qualtrics for six weeks, after the 
initial post. After the six-week mark, the survey link expired and was inaccessible.  
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 The completed surveys, consisting of the four instruments, were transferred to SPSS for 
data analysis. An independent samples t-test will be conducted on SPSS to see if there is a 
difference in intimacy with one’s marital partner for adults with a same-sex friend compared to 
adults without a same-sex friend. Additionally, a moderated multiple regression analysis will 
be conducted on SPSS to the effects of friendship depth on heterosexual marital intimacy. The 
results are discussed in Chapters four and five of this manuscript. After thorough analyses, the 
results will be shown and discussed in Chapter four and five of this paper.  
Data Analysis 
 To test the hypothesis that there is a significant difference in intimacy with one’s 
marital partner for adults with a same-sex friend compared to adults without a same-sex friend, 
an independent samples t-test was used (Warner, 2012). To test the hypothesis that marital 
intimacy is affected by friendship level with an intimate, same-sex friend, a moderated multiple 
regression analysis was conducted.  (Hayes, 2017). To examine for effects, a multiple linear 
regression was employed (Hayes, 2017). The interaction was created by multiplying the 
heterosexual married couples and the level of depth in an outside friendship together after both 
variables have been centered to have a mean of zero (Hayes, 2017; Warner, 2012). The 
dependent variable of the regression was the level of couple intimacy. If the interaction is 
significant, then the moderation is supported (Hayes, 2017). 
 The following are assumptions for the moderation model: causality, linearity, 
homogeneity of variance and ordinary least squares (Cohen, West & Aiken 2014; Hayes, 
2017). Causality is assumed because both the independent variable, heterosexual married 
couples, and the moderator, level of depth in an outside friendship, cause variations in the level 
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of marital intimacy (Cohen, West & Aiken 2014). Linearity, or a linear moderation, is assumed 
because the effect of X, heterosexual married couples, on Y, the level of couple intimacy, 
changed by a constant amount as M, the level of depth in an outside friendship, increases or 
decreases (Hayes, 2017; Warner, 2012). Homogeneity of variance is also assumed due to the 
variance in the moderation analysis, along with a key assumption that there is equal error 
variance because of the moderated regression (Cohen, West & Aiken 2014; Warner, 2012). 
Correct specifications of the model’s functional form, no omitted variable and no measurement 
error are also assumed because of the product reliability of X, heterosexual married couples, 
and M, the level of depth in an outside friendship, have a normal distribution (Cohen, West & 
Aiken 2014; Warner, 2012). 
 In order to establish the sample size for this specific moderation analysis, a power 
analysis was conducted using G*Power (Faul, Erfelder, Bucnhner, & Lang, 2014). The analysis 
was concluded according to the linear regression that was used for this study. With a medium 
effect size, f² = 0.15, an α= .05, a standard power number, 1-β err prob, =0. 80, the results of 
the power analysis presented that a minimum of 77 participants would be needed to achieve an 
appropriate power level for this study (Faul et al., 2014; Hayes, 2017). 
Variables 
Independent variable 
The independent variable in this study is heterosexual married couples, with an outside 
friendship.  
 Dependent variable 
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The dependent variable in this study is the level of marital intimacy. Marital intimacy 
will be measured using the PAIR and CSI. 
Moderating variable.  
The moderating variable is the level of depth in an outside, same-sex friendship. A 
definition of intimate friendship will be provided for individuals taking the survey so that the 
construct is similar for every participant. The depth of closeness/intimacy between friendships 
will be measured by the scores on the FQUA and IFS. 
There was only one group of participants: those who met the particular criteria. They 
consented to taking a survey and providing anonymous personal answers to the survey 
questions. The survey was constructed by combining all the scales’ and instruments’ questions 
into a single survey. The survey was used to measure couple intimacy and depth of friendship. 
According to their answers, statistical procedures were conducted and included a comparison 
of data among the participants through a graphic analysis of a moderation model. Individuals 
will be compared and contrasted based on the closeness of their friendship, according to the 
scores on the FQUA and IFS, and the couple intimacy between spouses, according to the scores 
on the PAIR and CSI. Visual data will compare between-subjects and within-subjects based on 
the individual’s score on the respective instrument. This was a one-time survey that takes place 
at a singular time for an individual, so a moderation model will be used to assess any 
significant effects by the moderator between the two variables. Participants will also be 
compared and analyzed through the measured depth of friendship, according to the survey 
answers. A final comparison will be conducted for the measured couple intimacy versus depth 
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of friendship based off the participants’ answers. Due to the large sample size, receiving a Type 
I error or a Type II error is significantly decreased (Warner, 2012). 
Internal validity 
This quantitative experimental design has a high amount of internal validity (Warner, 
2012). According to Warner, history and maturation are not significant threats in this 
experiment because the design only allows for participants to take a survey a single time. Some 
unexpected events could occur while an individual is taking the survey, but the amount of time 
that is needed to complete the survey is not significant enough for history to affect the internal 
validity. The selection of participants is also not a threat to the internal validity because anyone 
could have access to the survey online. The design of the experiment does not, specifically, 
eliminate a particular group of people or have a bias sampling method, excluding the criteria 
needed to take the survey. Also testing and instrumentation do not cause a significant threat to 
internal validity, because the survey is being conducted in a single session and not over a 
period of time. There will also be no compensatory rivalry because no one is receiving goods 
or services for their time or answers. One possible complication to internal validity is regarding 
the time at which the survey was released. The design only allows for individuals who can have 
internet access and social media accounts. This may reduce internal validity, due to other 
individuals not having access, or internet, to complete the survey. 
External validity 
This study will have a moderate to high level of external validity. This experiment is 
designed to compare individuals who are in a heterosexual marriage and if intimacy between 
them is affected by friendship. According to Warner (2012), Interaction effects of testing and 
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multiple treatment interference are not problematic to this specific design. Reactive effects of 
an experimental arrangement, in which an individual knows they are a subject in an experiment 
and could simply enjoy the novelty of it, is another potentially problematic area. The fact that 
all the participants are heterosexual married adults, increases the validity, but the homogeneity 
of the sample decreases generalizability, according to research by Warner.  
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to test if there was an effect on the level of marital 
intimacy based off of one’s same-sex friendship. The design of this study is an independent 
samples t-test and a moderated multiple regression on a non-probability sample to see if the 
moderating variable, level of depth in an outside, same-sex friendship, effected the level of 
couple intimacy in heterosexual married couples. There are two research questions and the first 
one states: Is there a difference in intimacy with one’s marital partner for adults with a same-
sex friend compared to adults without a same-sex friend? The second research question is: 
Does degree of intimacy in same-sex friendship moderate the relationship between friendship 
status and intimacy level in one’s marital relationship? Ha1: There is a significant difference in 
intimacy with one’s marital partner for adults with a same-sex friend compared to adults 
without a same-sex friend. Ha2: Degree of intimacy in same-sex friendship is a significant 
moderator of the relationship between friendship status and intimacy level in one’s marital 
relationship. Individuals participated by taking a one-time survey that was consisted of four 
different instruments: PAIR, CSI, FQUA and IFS. The participant’s answers will be analyzed 
using an independent samples t-test and a moderated multiple regression and the results will be 
included in this manuscript. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 
Overview 
 The descriptive statistics are included, along with multiple graphs and charts of the 
analyses. The study results are included and broken down into two sections, one for each 
research question and each hypothesis. Further discussion of the descriptive statistics and 
results will be included in chapter five.  
Descriptive Statistics 
As seen in Table 1 below, a majority of the respondents were female, 46-60 years old, 
Caucasian and identified with Christianity. Of the 200 responses, 162 participants said they did 
have at least one intimate, same-sex friend, while 38 said they did not (see Table 1). The 
sample was heavily skewed towards females (82.5%), with the majority of respondents being 
46-60 years old (48%). Most participants were Caucasian (90%). See Table 2 for descriptives 
of the continuous variables.  
Table 1 Frequencies for Study Variables 
Variable  N % 
Same-Sex Friend Yes 162 81 
 No 38 19 
Gender Male 35 17.5 
 Female 165 82.5 
Age 18-30 years old 32 16 
 31-45 years old 54 27 
 46-60 years old 96 48 
 61+ years old 18 9 
Marital Relationship 
Length 18-30 years old 32 16 
 31-45 years old 54 27 
 46-60 years old 96 48 
 61+ years old 18 9 
 1-10 years 69 34.5 
Friendship Length 11-20 years 63 31.5 
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 21-30 years 26 13 
 31+ years 42 21 
 African American 5 2.5 
Ethnicity Latino or Hispanic 8 4 
 Asian 3 1.5 
 Caucasian 180 90 
 Native American 1 0.5 
 Native Hawaiian or 
Pacific Islander 1 0.5 
 Prefer not to answer 2 1 
 Christianity 198 99 
Religion Mormonism 1 0.5 
 Unaffiliated religion 1 0.5 
The demographics of this study emphasize that the respondent base is disproportionality 
female, Caucasian and classify as a Christian. There could be various reasons as to why this 
trend appeared in the data; however, I will note one possibility that has been recognized in 
recent trends of psychology. Gender differences are prominent in both marriage and friendship 
in this study, along with numerous other studies, and the percentage of male participation in 
general tends to be lower than that of female participation (Chettiar, 2015). It is also noted that 
only 19% of the sample said that they did not have a close-knit friendship. This could simply 
be due to the fact that individuals did not want to admit that they do not have an intimate 
friendship or that they thought saying yes was the socially desirable response for this question.  
 
Table 2 below displays the statistic descriptive for each of the study variables.  
Table 2 Descriptives for Study Variables 
Variable N Min Max Mean Std. Dev Skew Kurtosis 
      Stat Std. 
Error 
Stat Std. 
Error 
CSI 200 60 167 135.72 24.68 -1.21 0.17 0.73 0.34 
PAIR 200 2.03 4.67 3.60 0.56 -0.58 0.17 -0.08 0.34 
FQUA 200 3.25 6 4.87 0.61 -0.30 0.17 -0.54 0.34 
IFS 200 2.88 4.85 3.91 0.42 -0.05 0.17 -0.37 0.34 
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As seen in Table 3 below, the correlation of the observed variables are listed. 
 
Table 3 Correlation Analysis Results 
Variable CSI PAIR FQUA IFS 
CSI - .88*** .18* -.02 
PAIR - - .23** .06 
FQUA - - - .67*** 
IFS - - - - 
Note: * indicates p < .05; ** indicates p < .01; *** indicates p < .001; n=200 
 
CSI was positively correlated with PAIR (r =. 88, p < .001) and FQUA (r = .18, p < .05) and 
negatively correlated with IFS (r = -.02). In other words, when individuals scored higher on the 
CSI, they also scored significantly higher on the PAIR and higher on the FQUA. The PAIR and 
the CSI were both measuring the level of couple intimacy. PAIR was positively correlated with 
FQUA (r = .23, p < .01) and slightly correlated with IFS ( r = .06). When participants scored 
higher on the PAIR, they also scored higher on the FQUA. Lastly, the FQUA was positively 
correlated with IFS (r = .67, p < .001). The FQUA and IFS were both measuring qualities and 
depth in friendship. As mentioned earlier, the CSI and PAIR were measuring couple intimacy, 
but since they are two different scales, each one could have gathered different information 
about the level of intimacy. IFS and FQUA could have captured different characteristics of 
friendship when compared to each other. 
 
 
Table 4 Parameter Estimates from Linear Regression Predicting CSI from Friendship Status 
and FQUA 
 Unstandardized B Std. Error t p Tolerance VIF 
Constant 110.72 3.43 32.26 0.00   
Q401 30.97 3.81 8.13 0.00 0.99 1.01 
FQUA 10.99 4.94 2.22 0.03 0.25 4.05 
FQUAQ401 -6.54 5.70 -1.15 0.25 0.25 4.04 
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Q401 (whether or not one has a close-knit friendship) and FQUA are significant. The 
unstandardized betas can be interpreted as one unit increase in Q401 leads to a 30.97 increase 
in the dependent variable and as one unit increase in FQUA leads to a 10.99 increase in the 
dependent variable. Because the VIF is low, multicollinearity is not a concern in this study.  
 
Table 5 Parameter Estimates from Linear Regression Predicting CSI from Friendship Status 
and IFS 
 Unstandardized B Std. Error t p Tolerance VIF 
Constant 109.60 3.45 31.74 0.00   
Q401 32.14 3.84 8.38 0.00 1.00 1.00 
IFS 13.14 8.00 1.64 0.10 0.20 4.99 
IFSQ401 -16.95 8.94 -1.90 0.06 0.20 4.98 
 
Q401 is significant. The unstandardized betas can be interpreted as one unit increase in Q401 
leads to a 32.14 increase in the dependent variable and as one unit increase in IFS leads to a 
13.14 increase in the dependent variable. Because the VIF is low, multicollinearity is not a 
concern in this study.  
 
 
Table 6 Parameter Estimates from Linear Regression Predicting PAIR from Friendship Status 
and FQUA 
 Unstandardized B Std. Error t p Tolerance VIF 
Constant 3.13 0.08 38.63 0.00   
Q401 0.58 0.09 6.49 0.00 0.99 1.01 
FQUA 0.26 0.12 2.19 0.03 0.25 4.05 
FQUAQ401 -0.09 0.14 -0.65 0.52 0.25 4.04 
 
As noted in Table 6, FQUA is positively related to intimacy with a marital partner. 
 
Q401 and FQUA are significant. The unstandardized betas can be interpreted as one unit 
increase in Q401 leads to a 0.58 increase in the dependent variable and as one unit increase in 
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FQUA leads to a 0.26 increase in the dependent variable. Because the VIF is low, 
multicollinearity is not a concern in this study.  
 
 
Table 7 Parameter Estimates from Linear Regression Predicting PAIR from Friendship Status 
and IFS 
 Unstandardized B Std. Error t p Tolerance VIF 
Constant 3.10 0.08 37.67 0.00   
Q401 0.61 0.09 6.70 0.00 1.00 1.00 
IFS 0.33 0.19 1.74 0.08 0.20 4.99 
IFSQ401 -0.30 0.21 -1.42 0.16 0.20 4.98 
 
Q401 is significant. The unstandardized betas can be interpreted as one unit increase in Q401 
leads to a 0.61 increase in the dependent variable and as one unit increase in IFS leads to a 0.33 
increase in the dependent variable. Because the VIF is low, multicollinearity is not a concern in 
this study.  
 
Table 8 Gender Differences Across all Variables 
Group Statistics 
 
 
Gender N 
 
Mean 
 
Std. 
Deviation 
 
Std. Error 
Mean 
FQU
A 
Male 35 4.778
2 
.64696 .10936 
Female 165 4.894
4 
.59960 .04668 
IFS Male 35 3.862
2 
.40502 .06846 
Female 165 3.922
1 
.42428 .03303 
PAIR Male 35 3.507
1 
.66268 .11201 
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Female 165 3.693
9 
.56542 .04402 
CSI Male 35 4.447
3 
.99645 .16843 
Female 165 4.699
4 
.85042 .06621 
 
Independent Samples Test 
 
As noted in the above tables, there are no gender differences across the variables. The PAIR 
and CSI are almost significantly different (p-values of PAIR = .06 and p-value of CSI = .08). 
However, if there were more male participants (n=35), it may have resulted in more significant 
differences. For further information see Appendix B.  
 
 
Levene's Test for Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of 
Means 
F Sig. t df 
FQUA Equal variances assumed 
IFS 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
PAIR Equal variances assumed 
CSI 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
45.095 -1.393 
198 -1.544 .066 3.430 
45.089 -1.552 
198 -1.721 .072 3.265 
51.097 -.788 
198 -.765 .535 .386 
47.194 -.977 
198 -1.026 .457 .555 
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Table 9 Age Differences 
ANOVA 
 
Sum 
of 
Square
s 
 
df 
 
Mean 
Square 
 
F 
 
Sig. 
FQU
A 
Between 
Groups 
2.864 3 .955 2.646 .050 
Within Groups 70.718 196 .361   
Total 73.582 199    
IFS Between 
Groups 
.150 3 .050 .279 .840 
Within Groups 35.054 196 .179   
Total 35.203 199    
PAIR Between 
Groups 
.585 3 .195 .564 .640 
Within Groups 67.785 196 .346   
Total 68.370 199    
CSI Between 
Groups 
.848 3 .283 .361 .781 
Within Groups 153.355 196 .782   
Total 154.203 199    
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Bonferroni Post Hoc Tests 
  
Dependent Variable 
FQUA 
(I) What is your age? 
18-30 years old 
Mean 
Difference (I-J) Std. Error 
31-45 years old 
46-60 years old 
 
 
 
61+ years old 
IFS 18-30 years old 
(J) What is your age? 
31-45 years old 
46-60 years old 
61+ years old 
18-30 years old 
46-60 years old 
61+ years old 
18-30 years old 
31-45 years old 
61+ years old 
18-30 years old 
31-45 years old 
46-60 years old 
31-45 years old 
46-60 years old 
61+ years old .12460 .09865 
.08632 .04504 
.09434 .07142 
.15428 -.05539 
.16348 .22751 
.17698 .08995 
.15428 .05539 
.10218 .28290* 
.12261 .14534 
.16348 -.22751 
.10218 -.28290* 
.13400 -.13757 
.17698 -.08995 
.12261 -.14534 
.13400 .13757 
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ANOVA was conducted to test if there were significant differences in answers compared to 
different age groups. There is a slight difference with age for FQUA. A Bonferroni post-hoc 
analyses was used to determine which groups were significantly different from each other. The 
age group 31-45 reported lower scores on FQUA than people aged 46-60. For further 
information see Appendix C. Regression Assumption testing was conducted for linear 
regressions, for results see Appendix A. 
 
 
 
 
95% ... 
Dependent Variable 
FQUA 
(I) What is your age? 
18-30 years old 
Sig. Lower Bound 
31-45 years old 
46-60 years old 
 
 
 
61+ years old 
IFS 18-30 years old 
(J) What is your age? 
31-45 years old 
46-60 years old 
61+ years old 
18-30 years old 
46-60 years old 
61+ years old 
18-30 years old 
31-45 years old 
61+ years old 
18-30 years old 
31-45 years old 
46-60 years old 
31-45 years old 
46-60 years old 
61+ years old -.2334 1.000 
-.1850 1.000 
-.1800 1.000 
-.4666 1.000 
-.2082 .994 
-.3817 1.000 
-.3558 1.000 
.0106 .037 
-.1815 1.000 
-.6632 .994 
-.5552 .037 
-.4947 1.000 
-.5616 1.000 
-.4721 1.000 
-.2196 1.000 
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Results 
 An independent samples t-test was used to see if there was significant difference in 
intimacy with one’s marital partner for adults with a same-sex friend compared to adults without 
a same-sex friend. Also, a moderated multiple regression was performed to assess whether one’s 
levels of couple intimacy in a heterosexual marriage relationship was affected by the levels of 
one’s same-sex, intimate friendship outside of the immediate marriage. The level of couple 
intimacy in heterosexual marriages were obtained by the results on the PAIR and CSI, while the 
level depth in friendship scores were obtained by the results on the FQUA and IFS. 
Hypotheses 
RQ1: Is there a difference in intimacy with one’s marital partner for adults with a same-sex 
friend compared to adults without a same-sex friend? 
Null Hypothesis: There is no difference in intimacy with one’s marital partner for adults with a. 
same-sex friend compared to adults without a same-sex friend. 
Alternative Hypothesis: There is a significant difference in intimacy with one’s marital partner 
for adults with a. same-sex friend compared to adults without a same-sex friend. 
An independent samples t-test was conducted with friendship status (2 levels: yes same-sex 
friend; no same-sex friend) as the IV; CSI as the DV. Levene’s test for equality of variances was 
found to be violated for this analysis (F(1,198) = 14.09, p < .001).  Individuals with a same sex-
friend reported significantly higher intimacy with one’s marital partner (M = 141.76, SD = 
19.09), compared to individuals without a same-sex friend (M = 109.95, SD = 29.15; t(44.71) = 
6.41, p < .001).  
Conducted an independent samples t-test with friendship status (2 levels: yes same-sex 
friend; no same-sex friend) as the IV; PAIR as the DV. Levene’s test for equality of variances 
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was found to be violated for this analysis (F(1,198) = 5.29, p < .05).  Individuals with a same 
sex-friend reported significantly higher intimacy with one’s marital partner (M = 3.72, SD = 
0.48), compared to individuals without a same-sex friend (M = 3.11, SD = .61; t(48.35) = 5.69, p 
< .001). 
RQ2: Does degree of intimacy in same-sex friendship moderate the relationship between 
friendship status and intimacy level in one’s marital relationship?  
Null Hypothesis: Degree of intimacy in same-sex friendship does not moderate the relationship 
between friendship status and intimacy level in one’s marital relationship.  
Alternative Hypothesis: Degree of intimacy in same-sex friendship is a significant moderator of 
the relationship between friendship status and intimacy level in one’s marital relationship. 
Conducted a linear regression with friendship status (2 levels) as the IV; FQUA as the 
moderator; and CSI as the continuous DV. The overall model was significant (F(3, 196) = 25.91, 
p < .001). The model accounted for 27% of the variance in CSI (Adj. R2 = .27). There was a main 
effect of having a friend, such that individuals with a same-sex friend reported more CSI than 
individuals without a same-sex friend (B = -30.97, SE = 3.81, t = -8.13, p < .001). There was also 
a main effect of friendship intimacy, such that higher FQUA scores were associated with higher 
CSI scores (B = 10.99, SE = 4.94, t = 2.22, p < .05). There was no effect of moderation from 
level of friendship intimacy as operationalized by FQUA (see Table 4).  
Conducted a linear regression with friendship status (2 levels) as the IV; IFS as the 
moderator; and CSI as the continuous DV. The overall model was significant (F(3, 196) = 24.21, 
p < .001). The model accounted for 26% of the variance in CSI (Adj. R2 = .26). There was a main 
effect of having a friend, such that individuals with a same-sex friend reported higher CSI scores 
than individuals without a same-sex friend (B = 32.14, SE = 3.84, t = 8.32, p < .001). There was 
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a marginal moderating effect of level of friendship intimacy as operationalized by IFS (B = -
16.95, SE = 8.94, t = -1.90, p = .06; see Table 5). Simple slope analysis showed that there not a 
significant linear relationship between IFS and CSI in individuals with a friend (B = -3.82, SE = 
4.01, p = .34). Simple slopes analysis showed that there was also not a significant linear 
relationship between IFS and CSI in individuals without a friend (B = 13.14, SE = 8.00, p = .10). 
While neither slope is different from 0, the two slopes are marginally different from each other 
(B = 16.95, SE = 8.94, p = .06; see Figure 1) 
Figure 1: Predicted CSI Values from IFS Score by Friendship Status 
 
Conducted a linear regression with friendship status (2 levels) as the IV; FQUA as the 
moderator; and PAIR as the continuous DV. The overall model was significant (F(3, 196) = 
18.85, p < .001). The model accounted for 21% of the variance in PAIR (Adj. R2 = .21). There 
was a main effect of friendship status, such that having a friend was associated with higher 
intimacy in one’s marital relationship (B = .58, SE = .09, t = 6.49, p < .001). There was also a 
main effect of friendship intimacy, such that increased friend intimacy was associated with 
higher intimacy with one’s marital partner (B = .26, SE = .12, t = 2.19, p < .05). There was no 
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effect of moderation from level of friendship intimacy as operationalized by FQUA (see Table 
6).  
Conducted a linear regression with friendship status (2 levels) as the IV; IFS as the 
moderator; and PAIR as the continuous DV. The overall model was significant (F(3, 196) = 
15.60, p < .001). The model accounted for 18% of the variance in PAIR (Adj. R2 = .18). There 
was a main effect of friendship status, such that having a friend was associated with higher 
intimacy in one’s marital relationship (B = .61, SE = .09, t = 6.70, p < .001). There was a 
marginally significant effect of friendship intimacy as operationalized by IFS, such that higher 
scores on the IFS were directionally associated with higher scores on the PAIR (B = .33, SE = 
.19, t = 1.74, p = .08). There was no moderating effect of IFS on the relationship between 
friendship status and marital intimacy; see Table 7). 
Summary 
An independent samples t-test was conducted to see if there was a difference in intimacy 
with one’s marital partner for adults with a same-sex friend compared to adults without a same-
sex friend. Two analyses were conducted, and both resulted in individuals with a same sex-friend 
reported significantly higher intimacy with one’s marital partner than those who reported not 
having a same-sex friend. To test if the degree of intimacy in same-sex friendship moderated the 
relationship between friendship status and intimacy level in one’s marital relationship, a 
moderated multiple regression was conducted. Four different analyses were performed and three 
of the results stated that there was no effect of moderation from level of friendship intimacy. One 
of the analyses resulted in a marginal moderating effect of level of friendship intimacy as 
operationalized by IFS. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS 
Overview 
 This section discusses the results of the study and compares findings to previous research. 
Additionally, implications for this study will be presented along with the study limitations and 
recommendations for future research. This chapter will conclude with a brief summary and 
discussion of the study. 
Discussion 
 The purpose of this study was to determine an effect on marital intimacy in respect to 
same-sex friendship. The first analysis was conducted to explore any differences in marital 
intimacy between individuals with and without a same-sex friend. The second analysis further 
explored if the friendship level affected marital intimacy. This section includes important 
findings and further compares and contrasts earlier research. 
  The first research question was: Is there a difference in intimacy with one’s marital 
partner for adults with a same-sex friend compared to adults without a same-sex friend? Two 
analyses were conducted, one with the Couple Satisfaction Index (CSI) as the dependent variable 
(DV), and one with the Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships (PAIR) as the DV. 
Both analyses found that individuals with a same-sex friend were significantly more intimate 
with their marital partner compared to those without a same-sex friend. These results align with 
past studies that indicate that friendship with an outside individual can increase marital and 
individual satisfaction (Allan, 2010; Blatterer, 2016; Goldstein, 2011; Grayling, 2013; 
Mochizuki, 2003). Grayling (2013) states that same-sex friendship is mutually beneficial and can 
increase overall happiness that can affect other relationships, such as marriage. This study 
supports that theory by showing that marital intimacy was significantly higher when one had a 
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same-sex friendship. It is essential for people to have intimate connections with other people, in 
order to increase human development, overall happiness, and meet physiological needs (Hojjat & 
Moyer, 2016; Kaliarnta, 2016). This study can further support psychology by showing that, not 
only is a friendship beneficial to an individual, but it can also increase marital intimacy, 
increasing marital satisfaction.  
In a Christian mindset, community is an essential part to aiding in the human growth and 
development process (Kostenberger, 2010). When individuals are surrounded by healthy and 
like-minded people friendship levels can increase and can mutually produce healthy interactions, 
while molding positive behaviors (Yarhouse & Sells, 2017). As shown by this study, friendships 
can increase marital intimacy. Christians should strive to maintain a healthy support system, not 
only to help with their marital dynamics, but also in growing valuable relationships 
(Kostenberger, 2010). God did not ask individuals to face the world alone, especially during 
hardships and trying times, but rather gather around a community of believers and pray for one 
another. Christians are also asked to extend support, love and grace to help individuals encounter 
God and experience His goodness and glory (Yarhouse & Sells, 2017). 
The results of this study compare to earlier research that promote healthy friendship 
according to individual’s wants and needs (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). Concurring with past studies, 
both men and women agree that having a friendship that satisfy basic psychological needs and 
promotes feelings of belonging and love are important qualities when looking at a friendship 
(Demir & Ingrid, 2012). Additionally, healthy friendships can increase self-esteem that can lead 
to a healthy outlook on life (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger & Vohs, 2003). This study supports 
the concept that both males and females appreciate when their friend shows high levels of 
commitment (King & Terrance, 2008) and this guarantee can allow individuals to feel a sense of 
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satisfaction in their own lives, but also in their marital dynamics (Cronin, 2015). This study 
resulted in individuals experiencing a higher level of marital intimacy with their spouse while a 
same-sex friendship was existing versus those who did not claim that they had a same-sex 
friendship. This conclusion supports past research while promoting that an individual maintain 
healthy same-sex friendships and marital dynamics.  
 Research question two was stated as: Does degree of intimacy in same-sex friendships 
moderate the relationship between friendship status and intimacy level in marital relationships? 
Four different analyses were conducted for this question. The independent variable (IV) for all 
analyses was friendship status, while the DV and moderator changed for each analysis. The first 
analysis, the CSI was the continuous DV and the FQUA was the moderator, and this resulted in 
no effect of moderation from level of friendship intimacy as operationalized by FQUA (see 
Table 4). This analysis further supported the first research question, because this analysis also 
found that individuals with a same-sex friend had higher scores on the CSI than individuals 
without.  
The second analysis used IFS as the moderator and CSI as the continuous DV. Similar to 
the first, it found a main effect of having a friend. Individuals with a same-sex friend reported 
higher CSI scores than individuals without a same-sex friend. There was a marginal moderating 
effect of level of friendship intimacy as operationalized by IFS (see Table 5). Simple slope 
analysis showed that there not a significant linear relationship between IFS and CSI in 
individuals with a friend, and it showed that there was also not a significant linear relationship 
between IFS and CSI in individuals without a friend. When comparing the slopes between the 
first and second analyses, neither slope differs from 0, but the two slopes are marginally different 
from each other (see Figure 1). The most significant reason that the second analysis has a 
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marginal moderating effect, compared to the first analysis, which had no effect, is the fact that 
the instruments IFS and FQUA are capturing different characteristics of friendship. These results 
create a great platform for future research, evaluating the qualities of friendship and what is 
valued in their personal friendships.  
 The third analysis used FQUA as the moderator and the PAIR as the continuous DV. This 
further supports the first research question, because a main effect was found on friendship status. 
Having a friend was associated with increased intimacy between partners. Another effect was 
found on friendship intimacy, such that increased friendship intimacy was associated with 
greater intimacy between partners. However, there was no moderating effect from level of 
friendship intimacy, as operationalized by FQUA (see Table 6). 
 The fourth analysis was conducted with IFS as the moderator and the PAIR as the 
continuous DV. Similar to the first three analyses, having an outside friend was associated with 
higher intimacy in one’s marital relationship. A marginally significant effect was found. 
Friendship intimacy, as operationalized by IFS, was directly associated with higher scores on the 
PAIR. IFS did not moderate the relationship between friendship status and marital intimacy; see 
Table 7).  
With all four analyses for research question two, there were not many respondents who 
claimed that they did not have a same-sex friend, so the comparison numbers are low and could 
have produced the outcome that there was no moderating effect between friendship level and 
marital intimacy. This does not mean that friendship has a negative effect on marital intimacy, 
simply that the friendship does not moderate marital intimacy in heterosexual marriages. There is 
limited research on how friendship affects marital relationships. Rather, a significant amount of 
research simply focuses on the fact that an individual has a friend. One article discusses how 
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friendships tend to be positive and produce pleasurable experiences; however, once friendship 
level begins to increase, both positive and negative emotions tied to the friendship increase as 
well (Averill, 1983; Brendgen, Markiewicz, Doyle, & Bukowski, 2001; Fehr & Baldwin, 1996; 
Russell & Fehr, 1994). So when an individual becomes closer and more intimate with their 
friend, negative emotions, such as anger and jealousy, also become more prominent, due to the 
closeness of the relationship (Averill, 1983; Brendgen, Markiewicz, Doyle, & Bukowski, 2001; 
Fehr & Baldwin, 1996; Russell & Fehr, 1994). The study results can be used in future studies to 
either support or contradict how friendship level affects marital intimacy. 
The biggest contradiction that this study presented compared to relevant literature is that 
males and females did not score significantly different on level of friendship or level of intimacy.  
One thing to continue to note is the lack of male participants, so it must be stated that if there 
were more male responses, this study may not have contradicted most of the earlier literature. 
However, most of the prior research states that men and women’s friendships look vastly 
different. Men function more from a shoulder-to shoulder perspective (Greif, 2010; Ryle, 2011) 
while engaging in light-hearted conversations (Messent, 2009) and experiencing more 
competitive aspects of friendship (Singleton & Vacca, 2007) without asking for much help from 
their friends (Greif, 2010). In contrast, women operate more from a face-to-face perspective 
(Ryle, 2011) that highlights the importance of encouragement (Cronin, 2015) and dialogue that 
has depth and meaning (Morman et al., 2013) while sometimes focusing too much on the status 
of a particular friendship (Daniell, 2003). Although some aspects of friendship between men and 
women can look similar, they tend to be greatly different simply due to the difference between 
men and women and their needs and wants in a friendship (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016).  
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Intimacy was also something that men and women differ on as well (Hojjat & Moyer, 
2016). Earlier literature has highlighted the importance that men place on physical connectedness 
(Reis & Patrick, 1996) and physical exchange (Ferreria et al., 2012) while feeling a sense of 
respect (Marar, 2012) during intimacy with one’s wife. While women prefer closeness (Tolstedt 
& Stokes, 1983), commitment (Huston & Burgess, 1979), emotional connection (Gabb, 2008), 
and love when their husband shares his emotions (Daniell, 2003). The results of this study 
contradict that men and women’s intimacy is different and it reported no significant differences. 
As mentioned earlier, there were not a lot of male respondents, so these results could have 
looked different if there were more male participation.  
Implications 
 In a counseling setting, whether marriage and family or a ministry, the implications of 
this study support that having a same-sex friend is beneficial for marital dynamics. This study 
focuses on how marital intimacy increases when one has an intimate friendship and it is clear 
that marital intimacy is crucial for a healthy marriage (Gonzaga et al., 2007; Caughlin, Huston & 
Houts, 2000). Feelings of love and intimacy can increase feelings of acceptance, belonging and 
security within a relationship, which can increase relationship stability and buffer for conflict and 
marital difficulties (Prager, 2014). Furthermore, when marital satisfaction increases, this can 
relate to an increase of individual satisfaction and well-being (Acevedo & Aron, 2009).  
This information can benefit both clients and counselors in a therapy setting. If both 
clients and counselors are similar minded, this can increase the effectiveness of marital 
counseling, while promoting healthy discussions (Lisenby, 2015). Humility and honesty are 
important factors in counseling, and when discussing marital issues both partners should attempt 
to increase these aspects and decrease judgment, pride and anger (Lisenby, 2015). Christian 
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counselors can use these findings to demonstrate marital dynamics alongside those of Christian 
morals. If marital problems are present, knowing the information and results from this study, it 
may be pertinent in counseling. The couple could discuss the health of their friendships and how 
those may be affecting intimacy. A counselor could discuss these findings, the importance of 
same-sex friendships, and the impact of friendship on marital intimacy and satisfaction (Lisenby, 
2015). 
Counselors need to be aware of cultural and social norms. Recognizing differences in 
ethnicity and religion affect views on friendship and marriage (Stone & ChenFeng, 2020). From 
a Christian perspective, the Bible continually highlights the importance of a healthy community 
and how one should lean on their community for support, criticism, laughter, and, most 
importantly, love (Yarhouse & Sells, 2017). Clients and patients in therapy should recognize any 
areas in which they have not been pressing into God or their community. The counselor can help 
them explore ways in which they can increase their faith in God, but also strengthen their 
relationships outside of their marriage and within their marriage (Kostenberger, 2010). Having 
connections with other individuals is an essential element to one’s development, and it is even 
better when those connections are healthy and uplifting (Yarhouse & Sells, 2017). 
As previously mentioned, when marital problems exist, confiding in other individuals can 
be beneficial (Cronin, 2015). This concept is pertinent for both males and females, but especially 
for women. Women feel the strongest connection with other women, when they can express 
verbal, emotional, and physical affection with their friends (Grief, 2010). A counselor should be 
aware of the importance of outside friendships for both sexes but should evaluate the woman’s 
relationship with her friends. This could allow the couple to discover how friendship could 
negatively or positively affect their marital dynamics (Daniell, 2003). 
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Overall, the results of this study could provide another tool for counselors to improve 
their clients’ marital dynamics. Individuals in a marriage can have other relationships besides 
that of their spouse. As a tool for marital health, exploring friendships and their effects on the 
individuals and their relationship could improve their marital satisfaction (Hojjat & Moyer, 
2016). Counseling provides a safe space for both partners to share facets of their friendships, but 
also learn about their spouse’s friendships. With appropriate guidance from a licensed 
professional, couples can discover the importance of maintaining outside relationships and 
potentially seeing positive effects on their marital intimacy and dynamics (Carlson & Dermer, 
2017). 
Limitations 
 One threat to both the external and internal validity is that there was a majority of 
participants who classified as Caucasian. This could limit the implications for ethnicities and 
races, limiting the generalizability of the data. Additionally, only three respondents did not align 
with Christianity, making a majority of the population Christian. Once again, this can limit the 
generalizability of the findings, due to the skewed results. This preliminary study is a good first 
step in understanding Christian Caucasians, but this is a common problem in psychology (Bond, 
2015). Recent trends have shown that a majority of respondents in the United States are white, 
educated and have a Westernized view of society as a whole (Fiske, 2013). Furthermore, this 
study only had 35 males participate out of a sample size of 200. This can skew the data. As 
mentioned earlier, men and women have differing views of intimacy and friendships (Hojjat & 
Moyer, 2016). This study servesas an initial understanding of friendship and its effects on marital 
intimacy; however, this can provide pertinent information to broaden these findings. A more 
representative study could include a higher percentage of male participants, evaluating if these 
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findings are representative of male friendships, as well. With increased population diversity, 
such as with races, religion, and sexes, this study could be more generalizable and benefit the 
United States population. Future research should be conducted to include population diversity to 
enhance this study and its results.  
 Another significant limitation is that some of the instrument response choices clearly 
displayed what the socially desirable answer should be. In response, some respondents could 
have chosen an answer, because it seemed that it was the obvious correct choice. It’s significant 
to note that there is not, currently, a unified theory of friendship. So, the FQUA and IFS could be 
assessing different qualities of friendship, rendering some of the data unconvincing and/or 
inconsistent. This can affect internal validity due to the instruments, potentially, collecting 
varying or incorrect data. Despite this, it could create a platform for future research on qualities 
of intimacy in friendships and help solidify appropriate questions to assess friendship in the 
future. There are numerous instruments that assess friendship, but this study’s findings could 
narrow individualistic traits that are valued in a friendship and further evaluate intimacy in 
friendships. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Additional research could be conducted to expound upon the findings of this study and 
bolster the literature. There is ample research on adult friendships and how they benefit their 
lives and well-being; however, this information is not evaluated in regard to relationships and 
their level of intimacy (Diener & Seligman, 2002). A large amount of the current research 
includes findings that discuss friendship and marriage as separate entities and do not compare the 
two as variables. Some research on couple intimacy has found that intimate couples have the 
tendency to exclude intimate friends and family members. This exclusiveness means that the 
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couple associate significantly with each other and not with outside friends or family (Ketokivi, 
2012).  
Research has also been conducted on differences in married couples’ friendships 
compared to friendships of non-married couples. Research has also been conducted on how 
married women and men friendships differ between sexes, but not how those friendships affect 
the couple and their intimacy (Cronin, 2015). Another research field includes the studies on 
friendship among partners and how their intimacy relates to their own level of friendship 
between husband and wife (Mehta, Lops, Walls, Feldman & Shrier, 2016). This research 
examines the couple and measures intimacy in relation to their friendship but does not examine 
friendships outside of the marriage (Mehta et al., 2016). Lastly, another prominent research field 
explores the effects of children on couple intimacy (Mashek & Aron, 2004). This research 
further denotes the impact of raising children and how it influences a couple’s intimacy (Mashek 
& Aron, 2004). 
To further expound upon the studies described above, this study could serve as a 
preliminary study that could be replicated in order to gain a larger and more diverse sample. It 
would be interesting to explore variations within the study, especially if the moderator, 
friendship level, was used to examine if couple intimacy varied with sample size. Further 
research could evaluate the effects on couple intimacy when one spouse has an intimate, 
opposite-sex friendship. For instance, does couple intimacy change if a partner has an intimate, 
opposite-sex friendship does it affect the couple’s intimacy. The results of this study could also 
extend to provide helpful information in the counseling field. If this study was expounded upon, 
more information could be discovered and could continue to enrich Marriage and Family 
Counselors’ awareness and knowledge that could be implemented in a counseling session. 
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It could produce pertinent findings if a study were conducted similar to those above but 
included the dynamic of couple intimacy dependent on varying types of friendships. Some 
studies have found that healthy adult friendships create intimacy, which increases life 
satisfaction and overall happiness (Blatterer, 2016). Blatterer concluded that when friendships 
are healthy and producing happiness, life and couple satisfaction increase, simply due to the 
increase of general happiness. When people have their basic psychological needs met by 
constructive friendships, satisfaction can overflow to their relationship with their partner 
(Blatterer, 2016). This type of research is highly associated to the specific field of adult 
friendships and their effects on couple intimacy. 
Lastly, future research could include covariates, such as if the couple has gone to 
marriage counseling, infidelity within the marriage, and multiple marriages. This study did not 
take into account some of these aspects and depending on if a couple has gone to couple 
counseling or has experienced infidelity or multiple marriages, this could have affected the 
scores and produced slightly different results. However, one could include this in future research, 
and this could add depth to current counseling strategies that could be advantageous when 
working with marital clients.  
The biggest gap in the literature is the researchers’ limited mindset of focusing on either 
the couple’s friendship and intimacy or looking at the effects of adult friendships in general. This 
study can contribute to the extant literature by providing a different perspective of adult 
friendships and the effect those have on couple intimacy. This data can benefit individuals by 
promoting outside friendships, while maintaining healthy marital intimacy. Additionally, this 
study provides a great platform for one to further replicate this idea and potentially get different 
results that can be beneficial to all in the counseling field.  
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Summary 
The purpose of this study was to test if friendship outside of marriage affected marital 
intimacy. Multiple analyses were conducted, and the results analyzed. The first research question 
found that individuals with a same-sex friend reported significantly higher intimacy with their 
partner compared to individuals without a same-sex friend. This supports relevant literature by 
adding that a healthy same-sex friendship is beneficial and can potentially increase marital 
intimacy (Hojjat & Moyer, 2016). The second research question found no moderating effects of 
friendship level on marital intimacy; however, the second analysis found that there was a 
marginal, moderating effect of friendship level intimacy, as operationalized by IFS. This is 
simply due to the IFS and FQUA capturing different characteristics of friendship. There were 
very limited responses from individuals who reported not having an intimate, same-sex friend. 
This could be a factor in why the results showed that there were no moderating effects. These 
results can be valuable to the counseling field, because it increases counselors’ understanding of 
potential effects from outside friendships and their effects on marital intimacy. It can also 
provide pertinent knowledge for professionals to explore this concept in marital or ministry 
counseling. The two biggest limitations of this study were the lack of diversity in the sample size 
and the fact that some of the instruments had obvious socially desirable answers. The socially 
desirable answers could have influenced the participants to choose an answer, because it seemed 
like the right answer to choose. Future research should be conducted in this field, especially 
because there is a lack of this specific outlook, but also to expand on the results of this particular 
study. This study could act as a preliminary study to be replicated with a more diverse sample 
size, but also to help solidify appropriate instrumentation that could assess valuable friend 
characteristics. The most significant finding from this study is that there is a strong effect 
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between friendship intimacy and marital intimacy; however, it is not a moderating effect of 
friendship intimacy on friendship status and its relationship to the dependent variable. FQUA had 
the strongest relationship between friendship intimacy and couple intimacy. 
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APPENDICES 
Appendix A 
Testing Assumptions for Linear Regression: 
Figure 2: Linear Relationship between the variables with scatterplots: 
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Figure 3: Normality: Tested using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and histograms.  
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Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test Results 
Variable Kolmogorov-Smirnov p-value 
CSI .17 <.001 
PAIR .10 <.001 
FQUA .07 .01 
IFS .04 .20 
 
Multicollinearity: All tolerance scores were above 0.1, and all VIF scores are below 10. 
Therefore, there is no multicollinearity between the variables See linear regression results for 
collinearity diagnostics between VIF and Tolerance. 
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Appendix B 
Independent Samples Test 
 
 
t-test for Equality of Means 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
Mean 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% 
Confidence ... 
Lower 
FQUA Equal variances assumed 
IFS 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
PAIR Equal variances assumed 
CSI 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
Equal variances assumed 
Equal variances not 
assumed 
-.61659 .18098 -.25211 .170 
-.57404 .16325 -.25211 .124 
-.42919 .12035 -.18680 .128 
-.40085 .10855 -.18680 .087 
-.21251 .07601 -.05992 .434 
-.21443 .07835 -.05992 .445 
-.35532 .11890 -.11614 .334 
-.33927 .11315 -.11614 .306 
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Independent Samples Test 
 
 
t-test for 
Equality of 
Means 
95% 
Confidence 
Interval of the 
... 
 Upper 
FQUA Equal variances assumed .10699 
Equal variances not assumed .12303 
IFS Equal variances assumed .09460 
Equal variances not assumed .09268 
PAIR Equal variances assumed .02726 
Equal variances not assumed .05559 
CSI Equal variances assumed .06982 
Equal variances not assumed .11237 
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Appendix C 
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95% Confidence . 
 
Dependent Variable (I) What is your 
age? (J) What is your age? 
Upper 
Bound 
FQUA 18-30 years old 31-45 years old .4947 
46-60 years old .1815 
61+ years old .3817 
31-45 years old 18-30 years old .2196 
46-60 years old -.0106 
61+ years old .2082 
46-60 years old 18-30 years old .4721 
31-45 years old .5552 
61+ years old .4666 
61+ years old 18-30 years old .5616 
31-45 years old .6632 
46-60 years old .3558 
IFS 18-30 years old 31-45 years old .3229 
46-60 years old .2751 
61+ years old .4307 
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*.The mean difference is signficiant at the 0.05 level 
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Appendix E 
Friendship Quality Scale (FQUA) 
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Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships (PAIR) 
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Intimate Friendship Scale (IFS) 
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Couple Satisfaction Index (CSI) 
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